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Abstract
This thesis examines recreationalist experiences with industrial forest land access in the Port 
Albemi area of British Columbia where forest industry and land tenure restructuring has changed 
land management practices. Consequently, recreationalists’ expectations of industrial forest land 
access are not met by current reality. A qualitative, exploratory case study examines historical 
and current recreational access barriers, their impact on recreationalists, and elucidates the 
success of recreationalist-forestry company relationships in negotiating these barriers. Results 
indicate that recreational access restrictions, in the form of physical barriers, increased due to 
land tenure and forest industry restructuring. These restrictions have significantly limited 
recreationalists’ activities and land use practices. As conceptualized by recreationalists accessing 
private land, now comprising the majority o f area forest land, restrictions suggest corporate land 
owner failure to meet social responsibilities. While successful recreationalist-forestry company 
relationships may offset the impacts of restrictions, these relationships have not fully replaced 
previous access regimes.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Like much of rural Canada, residents of BC’s resource dependent towns have high levels of 
participation in outdoor recreation (Williamson et al. 2002). Outdoor recreation is important 
to community residents who often have strong connections to surrounding forest land as a 
place of work and recreation. Although more than half of the outdoor recreation on forest 
land in Canada occurs outside of established parks (Williamson et al. 2002), a significant 
majority of this land in BC is publically owned (Beckley 1998). Therefore, this land, with 
certain restrictions, is publically available for recreation. For the relatively small areas of 
private forest land in the province, a management history similar to adjacent public land has 
created informal recreational access practices that mirTor those on public land (Clayton 
2009).
Port Alberni, a community on central Vancouver Island, was chosen as a case study to 
examine recreational access barriers on public and private forest land in the context of 
recreationalist-forestry company relationships and changing land management practices. Port 
Alberni is unique in its position adjacent large areas of publicly and privately owned forest 
land containing a high concentration of recreational features and opportunities. Therefore, 
recreationalists accessing land in the Port Alberni area are familiar with the access regimes 
on public and private forest land. For much of the latter half of the twentieth century, forest 
land in the Port Alberni area was controlled by MacMillan Bloedel, a large forestry 
company. However, relatively recent forestry industry restructuring has changed forest land 
management in the area and led to increased recreational access restrictions. For the 
purposes of this research, access restrictions refer to limitations in the land to which 
members of the public have access for the purposes of outdoor recreation. Access restrictions
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manifest as forces (including physical, legal, and social barriers) preventing recreational 
users from entering land for recreational purposes.
Past forest industry-community relationships and land management practices mean that 
outdoor recreational land users in the Port Alberni area expect access to recreational forest 
land. However, previous expectations of access have been challenged by a growing number 
of factors that have resulted in access restrictions, including land tenure changes, forest 
industry trends, and changing forest industry-community relationships. This has created 
frustration amongst recreationalists who may have limited ability to negotiate access from 
forestry companies, the dominant land tenure holders in the area. The resulting access 
restrictions have negatively impacted recreational practices in the Port Alberni area. To 
better understand these impacts, this research provides a case study of recreational access in 
the Port Alberni area that situates recreationalist access perceptions within the context of 
changes to forest land management.
The research questions guiding this study are:
1. What do outdoor recreational stakeholders in the Port Alberni area think about 
potential barriers to their access o f forest land in the Port Alberni area for  
recreational purposes?
a. I f  present, what form do these barriers take?
b. How have these barriers come into being?
c. How have these barriers affected recreational stakeholder land access?
2. How do recreational stakeholders characterize their relationships with forestry 
companies in the Port Alberni area?
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a. How have these relationships affected recreational access?
To address these research questions, this research examines research participant experiences 
with recreational access issues. The form and function of access barriers are explored in 
relation to their impact upon recreational access in the Port Alberni area. Impacts are then 
connected to forest land management. Since large areas of forest land in the Port Alberni area 
are held by forestry companies as private land or public forest tenure, this research focuses 
on relationships between recreationalists and forestry companies as well as on how these 
relationships influence access. Results from the Port Alberni case study are considered in 
conjunction with existing research literature on recreational land access, forest industry 
restructuring in BC, and current forest industry land management. This approach contributes 
to addressing a gap in research with regards to public recreational access of private industrial 
forest land.
Throughout this research I, as a student researcher, use first person narrative to explicate 
actions and decisions that have shaped the course of research and results. As discussed 
further in Section 4.2.2, this approach is intended to build reflexivity into my research 
process and reflects the analytic process that produced study conclusions. This approach 
provides additional tools for readers to make informed decisions as to research 
trustworthiness and applicability to their research goals.
1.1 Thesis Organization
This thesis is divided into six chapters. This introductory chapter introduces the Port Alberni 
case study, discusses the purpose of this research, and presents the specific questions this 
research is designed to answer. The second chapter, a literature review, summarizes
4
academic research literature relevant to answering these research questions. The first section 
of this literature review first characterizes outdoor recreationalists before examining barriers 
to recreational access on both public and private land. This provides a background from 
which to examine user perceptions of recreational access barriers. The second section of this 
literature review first provides an overview of corporate social responsibility and the use of 
stakeholder analysis to characterize this obligation. Next, literature on changing relationships 
between the forest industry and dependent communities in BC is followed by a summary of 
how perceptions of common land (for the purposes of this research, land which is available 
for public use regardless of tenure) are created in the province. Together, these three bodies 
of literature provide a foundation for conceptualizing the relationships between the forest 
industry and recreationalists in the Port Alberni area.
Chapter 3 outlines the research methodology and methods used in this research. A 
qualitative, case study approach was used to focus on the experiences of recreationalists with 
access to forest land in the Port Alberni area. This chapter summarizes procedural and 
methodological considerations informing project design before discussing specific 
approaches to data collection and analysis.
The fourth chapter is a synthesis of background information relevant to the current state of 
forest land tenure and outdoor recreation in the Port Alberni area. This information provides 
the context necessary for understanding recreationalist experiences in the Port Alberni case. 
Starting with a brief history of the railway land grants that created large tracts of private 
forest land in the area, a chronology of land tenure in the area tracks use of this land to the 
present day. Subsequent summaries of Port Alberni area outdoor recreational practices and 
the formation and operation of the West Island Woodlands Advisory Group (WIWAG)
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provide an overview of currently available information on the relationships between 
recreationalists and the forest industry while further building case study context and 
background.
Chapter 5 presents an overview of research project results. Themes uncovered during 
analysis o f primary interview data are discussed and elucidated through direct participant 
quotes. Although subject to researcher interpretation, this chapter offers the results of 
analysis without significant additional discussion. Doing so preserves some of the nuances of 
participant responses while also providing structure for subsequent discussion and 
interpretation.
The final chapter discusses study results. This chapter builds upon the results from Chapter 5 
and situates these results both within the literature presented in Chapter 2, and within the 
background information from Chapter 4. In discussing study implications and the theoretical 
contributions of this research, results are connected to recreational access issues and forestry 
company-community relationships. This chapter also critically discusses study results and 
implications for outdoor recreational access. Recognizing that this project in no way 
represents a final treatment of this subject, future research opportunities are presented and 
discussed.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Relationships between forest land tenure, forestry company community involvement, and 
recreational land access are of particular relevance in the Port Alberni area. Port Alberni, a 
town with historical economic and social dependence on the forest industry, has experienced 
changes to these relationships as the result of widespread forest industry restructuring in 
response to global market pressures and regulatory changes. However, although the effects of 
forest industry restructuring on dependent communities has been well documented in BC 
(e.g. Barnes & Hayter 1994; Barnes et al. 1999; Hayter 2003; Martin 2013), little empirical 
research has focused on impacts to outdoor recreationalists. There has also been little 
research examining outdoor recreational access to private industrial forest land of the sort 
now surrounding Port Alberni. This literature review identifies and discusses research 
literature pertinent to characterizing outdoor recreationalists and their experiences within the 
practice of industrial forestry in the Port Alberni area.
This chapter has two main sections. The first section examines research literature relevant to 
addressing the first research question by first defining outdoor recreationalists and discussing 
recreational land use practices. Building upon this foundation, the remainder of the first 
section examines literature on public recreational access to private land and on barriers to 
recreational land access. These bodies of literature uncover land access issues experienced by 
recreational users as well as examining private land access practices. Understanding how 
recreational land access is conceptualized elsewhere in the world provides an analytical basis 
for study participant experiences.
The second section addresses the second research question by examining factors influencing 
relationships between recreational land users and forestry companies. This section first
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examines research literature on corporate social responsibility and stakeholder analysis that 
suggests corporations have an obligation to local communities and stakeholder groups. Next, 
literature on changing community investment by natural resource companies in BC (with a 
focus on forestry) demonstrates declining company involvement in community activities. 
Understanding this decline is relevant to understanding how historical trends have shaped 
current economic and forest land use practices in BC’s forestry dependent communities. 
Finally, literature on public perceptions of common land in BC builds the argument that 
public land users have developed expectations that forest land be available for recreational 
and other uses. Combined with place specific background information from Chapter 4, 
literature in Section 2.2 contextualises recreationalist experiences with land access in the Port 
Alberni area.
Although the literature discussed in this chapter provided the theoretical framework from 
which to understand recreationalist experiences with land access, there are several other 
bodies of work which may be of value for further analysis o f these experiences. These bodies 
of literature (sense of place, constraint negotiation, and forest land access management) are 
briefly described in Section 6.4 and are connected to study implications.
2.1 Defining Outdoor Recreationalists and Recreational Land Use
Characterizing outdoor recreational user groups provides a starting point for understanding 
recreational land access issues. Therefore, this section combines research literature on 
outdoor recreationalist demographics, recreational land use practices, private land access, 
and barriers to recreational land access. These bodies o f literature engage outdoor 
recreational land access practices and the issues faced by outdoor recreationalists. Situated 
within the context of forest land management practices, this approach provides a framework
for examining recreationalist experiences with land access in the Port Alberni area and for 
determining how access restrictions affect them.
2.1.1 Outdoor Recreational Users
Broad recreationalist demographics make generalizing outdoor recreationalist experiences 
problematic. However, participant recreational activities and project research questions make 
studies on recreation in natural environments the most relevant. Nature-based outdoor 
recreation is that which requires participants to access relatively undisturbed or undeveloped 
land (Ezebilo 2015; Jensen & Guthrie 2006; Williamson et al. 2002). While past research has 
attempted to differentiate nature-based recreational user groups, overlap between recreational 
activities can make it difficult or impossible to clearly segregate these groups (Harshaw et al. 
2007; Hunt et al., 2000; Williamson et al. 2002). Attempts to clearly define user groups may 
overlook distinctions between users or marginalize the diversity of users placed in artificially 
homogenous groups (Chipman & Helfrich 1988; Virden & Schreyer 1988). Although it is 
difficult to fully represent the diversity of outdoor recreational users or to accurately 
generalize issues they encounter, this section provides a synthesis of previous studies 
provides background against which to situate user experiences in the Port Alberni area.
Without clearly understanding the diversity inherent in outdoor recreation, researchers and 
decision makers may overlook particular recreational land uses or participants. Participants 
in emerging recreational activities, those activities which are not well established, may not 
achieve the same levels of representation as participants in more established activities 
(Harshaw et al. 2006). Likewise, recreationalists participating in a wide range of activities 
may be better represented than those specializing in a narrower range (Chipman & Helfrich 
1988). Understanding representation is complicated by increasing diversity of outdoor
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recreational activities that, particularly in areas such as rural Canada with high levels of 
outdoor recreation participation (Williamson et al. 2002), has led to corresponding increases 
in recreationalist diversity (McCool & Patterson 2000). Although increases have resulted in 
significant public support for incorporating nature-based recreation into forest land 
management (Hayter 2003; Hyberg & Holthausen 1989), increasing diversity means that the 
satisfaction of nature-based recreationalists with current management efforts is sometimes 
poorly understood (Oh & Ditton 2006). Since they are a relatively easy way for researchers 
to identify recreational user groups, outdoor recreation clubs can be a “popular form of 
representation” in land use decision making (Harshaw et al. 2006, pp. 47). However, such 
organizations may not represent all individuals engaged in a particular activity and may also 
ignore activities lacking organized advocacy groups. As a result of these factors, 
characterizing nature-based recreation in a particular area can be a complex process that 
requires researchers to carefully account for the diversity of recreational participants, 
activities, and land use.
Recognizing difficulties with recreationalist characterization, participants in this research 
project were selected so as to maintain the focus on access restrictions (as described in 
Chapter 3). Although participants engaged in a range of recreational activities, these 
activities were not the focus of discussion. When specific activities were discussed, they 
were discussed in reference to their impact on land access including potential actions that 
threaten future access.
2.1.2 Recreational Land Use
Despite a significant body of research on recreational land use, there is a lack of empirical 
study on user experiences with recreational opportunities. Harshaw et al. (2007) highlights
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gaps with regards to research on “recreationists’ satisfaction” with available recreational 
opportunities (pp. 237). This includes situating recreational experiences within a place- 
specific resource management context. Although there have been attempts to generalize 
recreational land use (Millward 1992; 1993; 1996), differences in factors such as terrain, land 
tenure, population demographics, accessibility mean that such use is inherently context- 
specific (Williamson et al. 2002). Even so, recreational land use literature does provide a 
basis for theorizing Port Alberni area recreational land access practices.
Conceptualization of recreational land use tends to categorize recreational user groups. The 
most significant separation, emphasized by many studies, is that between the activities and 
land use behaviours of consumptive users versus non-consumptive users. Consumptive 
recreation such as hunting, fishing, and foraging is predicated on direct use of land resources 
(Dearden & Hall 1983; Li et al. 2003; Organ & Fritzell 2000). Non-consumptive activities 
such as hiking, leave-no-trace camping, snowmobiling, and boating are based on less 
tangible resource use (Clayton 2009; Duffus & Dearden 1990). Although motorized activities 
may be considered non-consumptive (Cordell et al. 1999; Li et al. 2003), the values held by 
motorized users may be more compatible with those of consumptive recreation than those of 
non-consumptive recreation (Adelman et al. 1982; Jackson & Wong 1982; Knopp & Tyger 
1973).
Indicative of differences between consumptive and non-consumptive recreation, 
consumptive recreational land use differs from that of non-consumptive recreation. 
Participants in consumptive outdoor recreation are more likely to recreate in areas disturbed 
by resource extraction such as forestry (Hunt et al. 2000). Since consumptive users often 
value camaraderie or excitement over the solitude or wilderness experience sought by some
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non-consumptive users, evidence of human disturbance may not detract significantly from 
user enjoyment (Jackson 1986; Jackson & Wong 1982). Although resource extraction access 
roads may increase access for human-powered activities (e.g. hiking), disturbed areas can 
also diminish non-consumptive user enjoyment and willingness to recreate in such areas 
(Hunt et al. 2000).
Regardless of the activity type, nature-based recreational land use is frequently informal and 
independent of established land management (Clayton 2009; Harshaw et al. 2007). As a 
result, such use is sometimes poorly understood. Since nature-based recreation tends to be 
less concentrated than amenity driven recreation, it may not be the focus o f regulations 
designed to control recreational land use in heavily used areas (Williamson et al. 2002). For 
example, Englin et al. (2001) argue that, while hiking may be an established activity with a 
large number of participants, the number of annual trips taken by hikers to any one particular 
site is often quite small and may thus not warrant regulation. A significant portion of outdoor 
recreation also occurs outside of designated parks with well-developed management 
practices (Williamson et al. 2002). While relatively remote areas may be attractive to nature- 
based recreationalists (Sidaway 1987; Williamson et al. 2002), dispersed activity on land far 
from population centres means that researchers or decision makers may have little 
understanding of nature-based recreational land use.
Outside of parks, some outdoor recreational land use focuses on land managed for resource 
extraction such as forestry. In such cases, the relationship between forestry and recreation 
may be complex and contentious (Harshaw et al. 2007). Since the forest industry often 
provides recreational access to forest land via forestry roads, the industry holds responsibility 
for available access levels; a responsibility companies may be reluctant to accept (Avison
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2005). Conflict may arise when access does not meet recreational user requirements and 
expectations (Harshaw et al. 2007). In recognition, land use planning has evolved from its 
focus on extractive activities to consider other land uses such as recreation (Hayter 2003; 
Hunt et al. 2000; Hyberg & Holthausen 1989; Tarrant & Cordell 2002). Increased support for 
sustainable forest practices has also led to increased recreational stakeholder participation in 
resource management decision making (Harshaw et al. 2006).
While recreation has become an important consideration in forest land management, these 
changes pertain primarily to public forest land subject to government land management. 
Private industrial forest land utilized by recreationalists in the Port Alberni area is subject to 
different legislation (see section 4.1.4). Therefore, management of these lands may not give 
the same weight to recreational use. However, recognition of differing consumptive and non­
consumptive recreational land use still informs understanding of recreationalists’ experiences 
with access restrictions in the Port Albemi area.
2.1.3 Public Recreational Access to Private Lands
While there has been significant research on private forest land management, much of this 
research has focused on non-industrial private forest land (Beach et al. 2005; Bourke & 
Luloff 1994; Karppinen 1998; Romm et al. 1987; Zhang et al. 2005). Research on private 
industrial forest land has primarily focused on environmental or economic aspects of land 
management (Kreutzwiser & Wright 1990). When discussed in the context of recreation or 
public access, private industrial forest land ownership is often considered in conjunction with 
other industrial forest tenures such as public land leases (Beckley 1998). However, although 
the management objectives and practices of private industrial forest landowners differ greatly 
from those of non-industrial owners (Beckley 1998), conclusions drawn by research on
public access to non-industrial private land may provide some indication of the issues to be 
expected on private industrial forest land.
In areas with a high proportion of private rural land, public access to private land plays an 
important role in satisfying the demand for outdoor recreation (Kahr 2009; Kaiser & Wright 
1985; Wright et al. 1990; Wright et al. 2002). Rather than distinguishing between public and 
private land, Millward (1991) differentiates between land open or closed to public access and 
use. However, this dichotomy ignores the rights and obligations accompanying private land 
ownership that provide significant discretion to owners determining public access (Sigmon 
2004). Unlike some countries (Sidaway 1987), Canada and the United States do not have 
significantly formalized public rights of access to private lands. Although there is significant 
variation between jurisdictions, right to exclude legislation in these countries allows 
landowners to enclose their land, post signs prohibiting entry, evict public users, or restrict 
activities (Copeland 1998; Cordell & Betz 2000; Kahr 2009; Sigmon 2004). In BC, the 
Trespass Act provides landowners with these powers. However, the BC Occupiers Liability 
Act provides incentive for landowners to allow public access by not enclosing their land or 
posting no-trespassing signs. The Act states that members of the public entering private land 
for recreational purposes have willingly assumed all present risks. Occupier liability for 
damage to person or property only extends to the duty of care found in subsection 3.3 of the 
Act. Subsection 3.3 states that the occupier must not knowingly create dangers designed to 
harm nor act so as to endanger people on their property. The Act thus limits the liability of 
landowners for harm that might befall members of the public accessing their land. 
Researchers examining similar liability statutes in the United States have argued that limiting 
landowner liability is intended to encourage landowners to open their land for public access
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(Copeland 1998; Kahr 2009; Sigmon 2004). However, despite these incentives, studies of 
recreational access to private land in the United States suggest that there is a trend towards 
increasingly restricted public access to private land (Cordell & Betz 2000; Snyder & Butler 
2012; Wright et al. 1990). These restrictions coincide both with increased public demand for 
private land access to meet growing recreational land use and with a limited supply of public 
land available for recreation (Copeland 1998; Cordell & Betz 2000; Cordell & Super 2000; 
Kahr 2009; Snyder & Butler 2012; Wright et al. 1989; Wright et al. 1990).
In Canada, with some local or provincial exceptions, private forest land management is 
largely unconstrained (Beckley 1998). This is certainly the case in BC where private land 
managed under the Private Managed Forest Land Act is subject to fewer restrictions than 
Crown land managed under the Forest and Range Practices Act. As discussed further in 
Chapter 4, crown land management in BC provides for public recreational access while 
private forest land does not. Since only 6.5% of Canada’s productive forest land is held by 
non-industrial, private owners (Beckley 1998), the lack of provisions for public access to 
private forest land may be the result of high proportions of publically owned forest land 
(with accompanying provisions and informal traditions of recreational access) that have 
reduced the demand for access to private land (Clayton 2009; Copeland 1998; Jensen & 
Guthrie 2006; Sidaway 1987; Snyder & Butler 2012; Wright et al. 1990; Wright et al. 1989). 
This contrasts with public access in northern Europe where high percentages of private land 
have led to strong traditions of public access (Hojring 2002). Public access rights to private 
land are well established in Sweden, Norway and Finland which have the custom of 
‘Allemansriitt’, a right of common access providing for recreational access to private land 
(Campion & Stephenson 2010; Colby 1988; Mortazavi 1997). This custom has created
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public expectations of reasonable access to undeveloped land. These expectations have 
become entrenched in subsequent legislation (Colby 1988). Similarly, historically unfettered 
recreational land access in the Port Alberni area, similar to access of publically owned forest 
land in the rest of BC (Clayton 2009), has created an expectation of recreational access. 
However, this expectation is not matched by current land management practices nor 
enshrined in legislation. Sidaway (1987) argues that there is less conflict between land 
owners and land users where public access rights are well established and understood. While 
low demand for public access to private land may reflect high levels of public satisfaction 
with land access, localized areas with higher percentages of private land and the same poorly 
defined public access rights may experience significant access conflict.
Depending on place-specific land management context, there may be significant regional 
differences in private land access. Landowner land use, perception of public access, and 
liability concerns, may affect public recreational access through legal barriers (such as 
property lines) reinforced by manmade physical barriers such as fences or gates (Millward 
1991; Wright et al. 2002). Although Millward (1991) argues that, in North America, owner 
liability concern is the dominant reason provided by private land owners for restricting 
public access, Wright et al. (2002) suggest that landowner perceptions of liability are often 
greater than actual risk. In addition to liability concerns, access restrictions may stem from 
landowner efforts at reducing vandalism, property damage, discarded litter, and other 
unacceptable user behaviour (Guynn & Schmidt 1984, pp. 18; Kaiser & Wright 1985; 
Sidaway 1987).
There are a number o f ways in which recreational users may overcome private land access 
barriers. Millward (1991), focusing on small land parcels with individual owners, suggests
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that access barriers may be overcome by landowner permission, land purchase, or user 
trespass. Most models incorporating public recreational into non-industrial forest land 
management provide some benefit to landowners for granting access permission (Hyberg & 
Holthausen 1989). However, landowner incentives such as access fees may still restrict the 
ability of some users, particularly those with lower incomes, to access the land (More & 
Stevens 2000). Likewise, landowner permission may be difficult to obtain for users without 
well-established user-owner relationships. Areas of high land use pressure exacerbate these 
issues since landowners are more likely to enforce their property rights and exclude 
recreational users (Millward 1991; Millward 1993; Mortazavi 1997). Landowners may also 
exclude public access to private lands with high production values for fear of economic 
disruption.
In the Port Alberni area, where landowners hold large parcels of private industrial forest land 
for primarily productive purposes, access restrictions may indicate desire to protect 
productive capacity (Beckley 1998; Millward 1993; Millward 1996). Studies outside of the 
BC context, particularly where production disruption is not a concern, suggest that 
landowners not residing on large land tracts are more likely to allow recreational access 
(Zhang et al. 2006). Guynn & Schmidt (1984) argue that control over user behaviour is an 
important motivation for Colorado landowners to restrict access. In New York State, where 
hunters are the primary public users of private land, ‘no hunting’ signs posted by private 
landowners may be posted as a way to control access rather than as prohibition (Brown et al. 
1984). Accompanying entrance fees may increase land owner control over user numbers and 
behaviour while still providing access (Guynn & Schmidt 1984). However, user acceptance 
of fee controlled access varies according to user residence. Perhaps due to area familiarity or
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expectations of access, local residents can be less willing than non-residents to pay fees. The 
fee amount that local residents are willing to pay for access may also be significantly less 
than non-residents (Guynn & Schmidt 1984).
Researchers such as Hojring (2002) and Kaiser & Wright (1985) highlight increasingly 
restricted public recreational access to private lands, including private forest land. While 
Hojring (2002) also argues that there has been continual improvement in public land access 
rights, increased access rights may not lead to increased private land access if other barriers 
exist. Where legal access exists via established trails or roads, deterioration of these routes 
due to neglect may limit actual public use (Clayton 2009; Hojring 2002). Conversely, as 
access road density or quality increases, reflecting increased development, the result may 
also be increased denial of public access (Millward 1992; Millward 1996). As discussed 
above, restrictions may arise from landowner desire to protect productive land capacity from 
perceived public interference. Combined with increased demand for recreational land use, 
restrictions can lead to overuse and degradation of available opportunities (Kaiser & Wright 
1985; McKercher 1992).
Although there is little research with regards to the dynamics between industrial forestry and 
recreation, what research does exist confirms that large scale, industrial forestry operations 
on private land are primarily concerned with production. While small scale private forest 
land owners may hold land for non-timber purposes, industrial forestry companies utilize 
private forest land for the economic purpose of timber extraction (Beckley 1998). Land 
management decisions made by these companies regarding the impacts of forestry on 
recreation are often voluntary and may accommodate recreational land use only if it does not 
conflict with economic goals (Clayton 2009). However, industrial forestry “directly depletes
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the nonindustrial values of resources” thus impacting recreational land use (Hayter 2003, pp. 
710). In some cases, destruction of trails by active logging or road building can significantly 
impact recreational access (Clayton 2009). Therefore, even in cases where recreational use of 
private industrial forest land is permitted, recreationalists may experience significant 
disruption of their activities.
Unlike the economic motivations of private industrial forestry, non-industrial forest land 
owners exhibit diverse motivations forest land ownership (Bourke & Luloff 1994; Karppinen 
1998). Private non-industrial forest land ownership may be for consumptive or productive 
purposes such as timber extraction as well as for aesthetics, recreation, or conservation 
(Beach et al. 2005; Karppinen 1998). Although both industrial and non-industrial private 
forest land owners alter their management practices to suit market conditions, owners of 
private industrial forest land may value their land differently than non-industrial private 
forest land owners (Newman & Wear 1993). While industrial owners often focus on the 
market value of their timber, non-industrial owners are more likely to consider additional, 
non-market values when managing their timber (Beach et al. 2005; Beckley 1998; Newman 
& Wear 1993).
There is no significantly developed body of literature on public use of private industrial 
forest land which may be used to conceptualize the experiences o f recreationalists in the Port 
Alberni area. Existing literature focuses on private land differing in tenure type as well as 
current and historical public use from that in the Port Alberni area. However, the land use 
literature discussed in this section provides insight into the management practices and 
motivations behind public use o f private land from the perspectives of landowners and land
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users. This information reflects factors, including motivations for access restrictions, which 
may inform recreational land access practices in the Port Albemi area.
2.1.4 Barriers to Recreational Access
Although much of the industrial forest land surrounding Port Albemi is privately owned, 
specific land tenure history has created public access expectations similar to that found on 
public forest land. Due to the land tenure history discussed in Chapter 4 , recreational users 
in the Port Albemi area often do not significantly differentiate between their use of private 
and Crown forest lands in the area (see Chapter 6). This means that, in addition to the access 
issues experienced by public users of private lands, access restrictions to forest land around 
Port Albemi shares similarities with public forest land access barriers.
Barriers to public recreational forest land access may be either naturally occurring or 
imposed by forestry companies. With regards to natural barriers such as specific 
geographical features, Millward (1991; 1992; 1993; 1996) argues that, in areas without other 
access restrictions, access difficulty may be determined based on the amount of time or 
physical effort required to reach the feature or opportunity. As access difficulty increases, the 
number of users decreases. However, since differences in geography, combined with 
landscape change due to resource development, affect land accessibility (Hojring 2002), 
Millward’s attempts at developing a generally applicable theory of public land access may be 
overshadowed by place specific landscape and management practices.
Barriers created by forestry companies also restrict public forest land access. Since much 
forest land is most easily accessible by road, changes to road conditions or road use 
restrictions can impact recreational potential (Cordell & Betz 2000; Hojring 2002). Clayton
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(2009) argues that forestry operations and resulting access roads act as a “double-edged 
sword for recreational spaces, opening up some areas for hiking and trail building, while 
limiting access to or obliterating other popular trails” (pp. 17-18). Forest access roads in use 
for resource extraction may be maintained in good condition thus providing ready public 
access. However, roads no longer in use for resource extraction may be removed, 
deactivated, or closed thus restricting recreational access (Cordell & Betz 2000; Mihell & 
Hunt 2011). Such access control may indicate that tenure holders are unwilling to take on 
maintenance or liability responsibilities associated with public use (Avison 2005). Restricted 
road access can decrease public use since roads may be the only viable form of access to 
recreational features and opportunities (Cordell & Betz 2000; Hojring 2002).
Public acceptance and support for access road closures varies depending on the restriction. 
Less obtrusive access control measures, such as signs, can be effective at reducing vehicle 
traffic on closed roads. However, this effectiveness is dependent on the “source, message, 
receiver, and context” of the sign (Hunt & Hosegood 2008, pp. 2310). Gated road access, on 
the other hand, can be a very publically unpopular method of forest road management 
(Mihell & Hunt 2011). Therefore, justification for road gates affects public support for 
closures (Mihell & Hunt 2011). Temporary or seasonal access road closures may be more 
readily accepted by the public than permanent closures (McFarlane et al. 2007). “General 
beliefs and attitudes” o f recreational users are also associated with support for public forest 
road access management (Mihell & Hunt 2011, pp. 1815). User groups may have different 
“norms of acceptability” regarding access restrictions, with residents of small communities 
or rural areas dependent on resource extraction often strongly opposed to restrictions on 
public land access (McFarlane et al. 2007, pp. 277). In BC, where land is not always
separated into discrete economic and recreational areas, land on which residents recreate is 
often the same land on which they work (Clayton 2009). Therefore, the recreational activities 
of rural residents may differ from urban residents due to higher recreational integration into 
“everyday life” and a wider range of outdoor recreational activities (Clayton 2009, pp. 10). 
However, the extent of integration creates potential for conflict if recreational access is 
restricted.
Differences between user groups can also affect compliance with access restrictions (Hunt & 
Hosegood 2008). User groups such as hunters who are used to complying with access 
restrictions may be more likely to accept new restrictions than user groups with a history of 
relatively unfettered access. However, access control methods, such as road gates, that 
restrict some users may still allow for ATV or snowmobile access by those willing to ignore 
intended closures (Avison 2005). Both ATVs and snowmobiles allow users to travel great 
distances while retaining the ability to navigate rugged terrain inaccessible by other vehicles. 
Thus ATV and snowmobile users may bypass gates and access land closed to other users. 
This can result in an “elitist” access control structure that unintentionally privileges some 
users over others (Avison 2005, pp. 15). Users who support or abide by access restrictions 
based on liability, vandalism or wildlife management concerns (Cordell & Betz 2000; 
McFarlane et al. 2007) may feel that any benefit achieved by their cooperation is undermined 
by other users. Conflicting beliefs and disparate access between recreational user groups may 
problematize development of strong or unified voices when negotiating access rights 
(Sidaway 1987).
The differences between different outdoor recreational user groups and the sometime 
strained relationships between groups makes it difficult to definitively categorize user
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groups, land use practices, or the impact of access restrictions. However, by incorporating 
literature presented in this section with context (see Chapter 4) and participant land access 
experiences (see Chapter 5) specific to the Port Albemi area it is possible to better 
understand the creation and impact of access barriers. This approach contributes to 
addressing my first research question by allowing for informed analysis representative of 
participant experiences and situated within research literature.
2.2 Situating Recreationalist-Forestry Company Relationships
To understand how recreationalist-forestry company relationships have affected recreational 
land access in the Port Albemi area, it is necessary to understand factors influencing these 
relationships. The influence of natural resource development companies on community 
activities, including outdoor recreation, is characteristic of resource dependent communities 
in BC. Although companies are re-defining this involvement due to changing economic 
circumstances, corporate social responsibility literature suggests that past commitment has 
been replaced by an increase in socially recognized obligations to local communities and 
stakeholder groups. Combined with province-wide perceptions of forest land as common 
land open to the public, the resulting expectation is that land tenure holders will provide 
public land access. Together with participant interviews and information from Chapter 4, 
research literature in this section provides the basis to analyze recreationalist experiences 
with land access in the Port Albemi area.
2.2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility
Corporations have clearly defined obligations to shareholders due to the economic stake that 
shareholders have in corporations. However, corporations also have social obligations to 
local communities and other stakeholders (Cadbury 2006; Carroll 1991; Dahlsrud 2008;
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Garriga & Mele 2004; Jenkins 2004; Moir 2001). While a range of theories conceptualize the 
creation of corporate social responsibility and social obligations (Dahlsrud 2008; Garriga & 
Mele 2004), many such theories are predicated on the notion that society expects 
corporations to act in a certain way. This unwritten social contract means that, in order to 
maintain public support, corporations must meet these obligations (Jenkins 2004; Moir
2001). According to Cadbury (2006), the degree of corporate social integration is such that it 
is difficult to “isolate the economic elements of corporate decisions from their social 
consequences” (pp. 8). Therefore, since most corporate action has the potential to affect 
society, corporations must consider social needs in decision making and action (Carroll 
1991).
Motivations for corporations to meet their social responsibilities range from self-interest to 
altruism. Instrumental (self-interest) motivation encourages corporations to fulfill their social 
responsibilities to obtain economic benefit (Aguinis & Glavas 2012). Corporations can 
increase their legitimacy with communities or stakeholders by providing social benefit, 
information or involvement in decision making, actions often expected by these groups 
(Jenkins 2004). Since there is a positive correlation between corporate social responsibility 
and financial performance (Dhaliwal et al. 2011; Garriga & Mele 2004; Moir 2001; Servaes 
& Tamayo 2013), there is significant incentive for corporations to meet these expectations. 
Corporations operating without social legitimacy, particularly those in contentious fields 
such as natural resource development (Cadbury 2006; Jenkins 2004; Martin & Faivre 2014), 
may experience significant public resistance thus impacting competitiveness or profitability. 
On the other hand, increased legitimacy can result in increased social support for corporate 
activities, increased worker satisfaction, and reduced conflict, all of which increase corporate
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competitiveness and profitability (Jenkins 2004). However, corporations are most likely to 
act upon their social responsibilities based upon how they perceive these responsibilities 
(Moir, 2001). Perceptions may differ from those of stakeholders or local communities 
(Garriga & Mele 2004). Even if corporate actions gain widespread public legitimacy, there 
may still be local resistance if these actions do not sufficiently account for specific interests 
to which local stakeholders hold the corporation accountable (Dahlsrud 2008; Jenkins 2004; 
Moir 2001).
In addition to instrumental motivations, corporate social responsibility may stem from 
relational or moral motivations also be based on socially responsible use of business power, 
integration of social demands into business practices, or ethical imperatives (Aguinis & 
Glavas 2012; Garriga & Mele 2004; Moir 2001). Garriga & Mele (2004) argue, supported 
more recently by Aguinis & Glavas’s (2012) review, that any comprehensive theory of 
corporate social responsibility needs to combine these dimensions. However, it is often 
difficult to differentiate between these dimensions based on corporate action. For example, 
corporate philanthropy, the dominant form of corporate social responsibility (Peloza &
Shang 2011), in support of community activities may be considered a form of enlightened 
self-interest (Matten & Crane 2005) despite the integrative nature (Garriga & Mele 2004) of 
this approach in fulfilling social responsibilities. Whatever the motivation for action, 
corporate social responsibility requires corporations to maintain or improving the quality of 
life in the communities in which they operate (Moir 2001). However, unlike corporate legal 
responsibilities, the extent of this obligation is often loosely defined.
Corporations are more likely to become actively involved in society when corporate interests 
are readily combined with societal goals (Cadbury 2006; Dhaliwal et al. 2011; Garriga &
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Mele 2004). However, in some cases there may be conflict between incompatible corporate 
and stakeholder interests. Since the corporation has an economic obligation to shareholders, 
the corporation may consider action that directly contradicts this obligation to be against its 
best interests. In some cases, the benefit provided by fulfilling social obligations may not be 
significant enough to outweigh the resulting hindrance to corporate activities. In such 
situations stakeholders lacking sufficient power or legitimacy (Aguinis & Glavas 2012) may 
find their interests ignored or marginalized by corporations operating under the belief that 
society should not impede economic activities (Jenkins 2004). Such violations of corporate 
social responsibility generally involve corporate action that exceeds corporate 
authority/permissibility, corporate inaction, or substandard action that does not meet 
perceived social responsibilities (Moir, 2001). In such cases, corporations have failed to meet 
their social responsibilities. Although there may not be legal consequences for this failure, 
negative public sentiment, loss of legitimacy, and frustration of stakeholder expectations may 
result in negative economic consequences (O'Shea et al. 2013; Servaes & Tamayo 2013). 
Negative relationships with forestry companies on the part of recreationalists in the Port 
Albemi area and resentment of access restrictions may be manifestations of just such a 
perceived failure to meet corporate social responsibilities.
2.2.1.1 Stakeholders and Stakeholder Analysis
When deciding how best to meet their social responsibilities, corporations may first 
determine the extent of these responsibilities through stakeholder analysis. Stakeholder 
analysis allows researchers and corporations to identify groups with an interest in the 
corporation and determine how best to incorporate these interests into corporate action
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(Moir, 2001). This approach to stakeholder management integrates stakeholder interests into 
corporate decision making (Garriga & Mele 2004).
Corporate stakeholder obligations arose from questioning corporate responsibility solely to 
shareholders (Mitchell et al. 1997). In turn, researchers reconsidered who had a legitimate 
interest in corporate activities, how to identify these stakeholders, and how to reconcile 
stakeholder interests with corporate goals (Elias et al. 2002; Mitchell et al. 1997). As 
originally defined, stakeholders were closely connected to corporate activities but without the 
primarily economic connection of shareholders (Ayuso et al. 2012; Elias et al. 2002; Mitchell 
et al. 1997). Although there are variations in definition, for the purposes of determining 
corporate social responsibility traditional stakeholder analysis conceptualizes stakeholders as 
those groups or individuals with a specific interest in corporate activities (whether social, 
environmental or economic) who both affect and are affected by changes to these activities 
(Ayuso et al. 2012; Clarkson 1995; Grimble & Chan 1995; Moir 2001). It is important to 
recognize that, while a stakeholder group may represent a common interest (Grimble & 
Wellard 1997), individual group members may not equally share this interest. This means 
that corporations undertaking stakeholder analysis as a way to determine their social 
responsibilities may not always be able to develop a representative understanding of 
stakeholder interests.
Within the context of corporate social responsibility, stakeholder analysis is a research tool 
for identifying and understanding the role of stakeholders in management activities as a way 
to guide decision making (Grimble & Chan 1995; Moir 2001; Weible 2007). Although 
approaches may vary, stakeholder analysis is often grounded in normative or instrumental 
stakeholder theory (Ayuso et al. 2012; Elias et al. 2002; Freeman 1994; Goodpaster 1991;
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Reed et al. 2009). An additional form, descriptive stakeholder analysis, describes 
relationships between stakeholders and corporations (Reed et al. 2009). Since more advanced 
analysis requires researchers to understand these relationships, descriptive analysis is often a 
“necessary precursor” to further analysis based on normative or instrumental approaches 
(Reed et al. 2009, pp. 1935). Normative and instrumental theories may be used in different 
ways and for different purposes to better understand connections between business and 
society (Ayuso et al. 2012). Normative analysis focuses on ethical and moral aspects of 
stakeholder involvement in management decisions (Freeman 1994; Reed et al. 2009). This 
allows researchers to understand stakeholder interests within the context of business 
legitimacy and stakeholder empowerment (Ayuso et al. 2012; Reed et al. 2009). In contrast, 
instrumental analysis may be used to better understand the functioning of stakeholder groups 
for the purposes o f business management (Ayuso et al. 2012; Reed et al. 2009). In the 
context of corporate-stakeholder relationships, instrumental analysis may be used to inform 
relationship management and improve corporate performance (Ayuso et al. 2012; Elias et al.
2002). Together, these theories and approaches to stakeholder analysis form a basis for 
conceptualizing the position of stakeholders within corporate decision making.
By utilizing stakeholder analysis, corporations both recognize and take steps towards 
meeting their corporate social responsibilities. However, how corporations act upon the 
resulting stakeholder information determines stakeholder power and legitimacy (Carroll 
1991) in corporate decision making. The resulting perception of corporate activities by 
stakeholders in turn influences corporate reputation. Without stakeholder support, 
corporations may face significant public opposition to their activities. Therefore, it is 
imperative that corporations appropriately consider and respond to stakeholder concerns over
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corporate activities. To not do so is both incomplete business management and a failure to 
meet corporate social responsibilities.
The corporate social responsibility and stakeholder analysis literature in this section applies 
directly to assessment of how recreationalists in the Port Albemi area feel about forestry 
company management of recreational access as well as how corporations conceptualize 
recreational stakeholders. Understanding how corporate social responsibilities are created 
and perceived by both stakeholders and corporations provides a foundation for understanding 
the extent of these obligations in the Port Albemi area. Combined with background 
information and participant data, this information will be used to determine whether or not 
recreationalists perceive forestry companies to have met their obligations.
2.2.2 Forestry Company Community Investment
Throughout the mid twentieth century, BC’s natural resource industries were defined by a 
Fordist mode of production. Predicated on the assembly line approach of the Ford Motor 
Company, Fordism is industrial organization characterized in part by large scale production 
of standardized products and widespread employment by a small number of large 
organizations (Barnes et al. 1999). Young & Matthews (2007) argue that, at its height in the 
1950s, 60s, and 70s, BC’s natural resource sector represented “one o f the most thorough 
Fordist experiments in the capitalist world” (pp. 178). In BC, the large infrastructure and 
capital requirements of the forest industry in the mid twentieth century led to a relatively 
stable, highly paid workforce controlled by a vertically oriented bureaucratic structure 
(Barnes et al. 1990; Hayter & Barnes 1997). This was augmented by government policy 
focused on the expansion of BC’s rural natural resource industries (Young & Matthews 
2007). The implementation o f long term forest tenures in the late 1940s, combined with
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policies such as appurtenancy (a requirement that timber be processed at specific local mills), 
tied forestry activities to specific locations and made it necessary for forestry companies to 
make long-term community commitments (Hayter 2003; Young & Matthews 2007). In order 
to provide economic benefit across the province, these policies encouraged resource 
companies to invest in communities by providing amenities or building instant towns to 
attract a committed and stable labour force (Hayter 2003; Young & Matthews 2007). As a 
result, these resource peripheries developed into single industry towns heavily dependent on 
large resource extraction companies for stability and economic survival (Barnes et al. 1999; 
Barnes & Hayer 1994; Hayter 2003).
For forest-based communities on BC’s coast, close community-company relationships 
encouraged large forestry companies to develop paternalistic attitudes towards the towns 
they supported. These attitudes were “motivated by the need to run profitable, efficient 
operations with little community resistance” (Martin 2013, pp. 145). Although forestry 
companies provided for community needs, hierarchical company organization extended to 
community life (Barnes et al. 2001). Community members were discouraged from active 
decision making and from pursuing economic diversification (Barnes et al. 1999). Company 
paternalism also manifested in forestry company efforts to develop community spirit through 
participation in community events (Martin 2013), “goodwill contributions” (Hayter & Barnes 
1997, pp. 26), or sponsorship of community initiatives such as recreational trail building 
(Albemi Valley Times 1973). In many of BC’s rural communities dependent on a single 
resource industry (and often a single, dominant resource company), “the company exerted 
economic, material and cultural leverage over its employees, making decisions not only 
about employment but also regarding housing, consumer goods, education and recreational
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facilities” (Clayton 2009, pp. 209-10). Desiring a “compliant yet satisfied workforce”, this 
control was balanced with “paternal benevolence” (Clayton 2009, pp. 209-10) that 
manifested in support for community life. Since forestry companies provided community 
support and a ready supply of good jobs, there was little motivation for residents to explore 
other forms of community and economic development.
Forestry company commitment and support of BC’s forestry towns began to change in the 
1970s. Decreased profitability, environmental and aboriginal conflict, increased competition 
in global markets, technological change, and trends towards market-based regulation 
prompted a shift away from Fordist practices and corresponding economic policies in the 
province (Barnes et al. 1999; Barnes & Hayer 1994). The resulting restructuring of the BC 
forest industry in the 1980s and 1990s was a “transformation from Fordist style 
manufacturing to economic flexibility” (Clayton 2009, pp. 214). Companies competing in a 
globally interconnected marketplace with rapidly changing demands and prices could no 
longer afford to operate in the rigid Fordist mode of production (Hayter 2003). In order to 
remain competitive, forestry companies required flexible operations that produced a wider 
range of products and demanded greater labour flexibility (Barnes et al. 1990; Hayter & 
Barnes 1997; Mills 2012). The result was a loss o f the stability and company paternalism that 
characterized the Fordist era (Hayter & Barnes 1997). This trend was accelerated by 
economic downturns in the 1980s which saw forestry companies adopt “different 
relationships with communities” (Martin 2013, pp. 183). This resulted in significant jobs 
losses (Grass & Hayter 1989; Hayter 2003). In an effort to reduce costs, companies gradually 
“distanced” themselves from active community participation (Martin 2013, pp. 155).
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Forest company retrenchment was evident in local company management. Operating within 
increasingly formal structures, short-term managers were chosen for their ability to maintain 
company profitability rather than their skills at maintaining company-community 
relationships (Beckley & Reimer 1999; Martin 2013). Since these relationships are no longer 
required by government, there was less motivation for the company and its managers to 
maintain informal community relationships which provided no tangible gains (Barnes et al. 
1999; Beckley & Reimer 1999; Nelson et al. 2006). In addition, decision making power held 
by managers less willing to bend the rules in support of local interests led to increases in 
decisions made without community input or support (Martin 2013). Combined with the use 
of outside contractors without significant community investment, the result has been a 
“disjuncture between company and community perspectives on their responsibilities and 
obligations to each other” (Martin 2013, pp. 177). Citing challenging economic 
circumstances and need for increased efficiency to compete on a global marketplace, forestry 
companies increasingly eschew community obligations beyond providing employment. Even 
so, the approach to community-company relationships during the Fordist era of the mid 
twentieth century has created the expectation in many communities that companies will 
support the social well-being of the community (Clayton 2009; Martin 2013). Since forestry 
companies have a significant presence in many communities, some community members still 
expect companies to provide other community benefits such as sponsoring community events 
and infrastructure (Martin 2013).
In response to these changing conditions, MacMillan Bloedel restructured its Port Albemi 
forest operations. This resulted in over three thousand jobs losses between 1980 and 2001 as 
some operations closed and others shifted towards a more flexible infrastructure and labour
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force (Barnes et al. 2001). However, despite these changes, MacMillan Bloedel remained the 
only major forestry company in the area (Barnes et al. 2001). During this time, MacMillan 
Bloedel moved away from its historically paternalistic practices (Barnes et al. 1999). This 
“gradual retrenchment” (Martin 2013, pp. 148) of community involvement and slow decline 
in the Port Albemi forest industry (Barnes et al. 2001) between 1980 and 1999 was 
punctuated by abrupt restructuring when, in the space of seven years (1999-2006), the town 
experienced the fragmentation of formerly unified forest operations into a cluster of smaller 
operations owned by a number of multinational corporations. This was augmented by policy 
changes, such as the 2003 Forestry Revitalization Plan, which removed many of the tenure 
requirements that had formerly demanded a place-based commitment by forestry companies 
(Doyle 2008; Nelson et al. 2006). This neoliberal approach to rural community and resource 
development served to further “disaggregate” the union of community and industry (Young 
& Matthews 2007, pp. 180) formerly so important to their mutual survival. Policy changes 
provided forestry companies with increased operational discretion over how and where they 
cut, processed, and sold timber (Young & Matthews 2007). While policy makers argued that 
changes were necessary to maintain the viability o f the BC forest industry, they were 
detrimental to the economy of Port Albemi since they removed the last vestiges of 
institutionalized industry support for the community without offering a viable alternative 
(Gordon et al. 2007). The result was a lack of leadership and capacity to explore economic 
development alternatives.
In order to fill the vacuum left by withdrawal of corporate responsibilities for small 
communities and the policies that encouraged this commitment, subsequent government 
policies focused on encouraging locally initiated economic development (Young &
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Matthews 2007). The absence of reliable tax revenues and secure jobs, formerly provided by 
large natural resource companies, was offset by government funded programmes designed to 
encourage community self-sufficiency and economic diversification (Young & Matthews
2007). Throughout the province, this decentralized, neoliberal approach to economic 
development policy has largely replaced the centralized policies of the mid twentieth century 
(Martin 2013). However, without cohesive coordination, community efforts at economic 
development have often resulted in a “ragbag collection of local economic strategies”
(Barnes et al. 2001, pp. 2144) that do not always meet community needs.
Forest industry restructuring signified a change in Port Albemi’s formerly interdependent 
relationship with the forest industry. Consequent reductions in industry support for 
community life have implications for recreational land access in the Port Albemi area. 
Information from this section, combined with background information on specific company 
and land tenure restructuring from Chapter 4, makes it possible to situate the access 
experiences of recreationalists within the context of area land management and relationships 
with forestry companies. This enables a more comprehensive analysis of recreational access 
restrictions in the Port Albemi area.
2.2.3 Public Perception of Common Land in British Columbia
Due to its relative isolation from other population centres and its history of economic 
dominance by the forest industry, Port Albemi shares many of the characteristics of the 
resource periphery or hinterland dynamic that has defined settlement patterns in rural BC 
(Clayton 2009; Hayter et al. 2003). In contrast to the diversified economy and concentrated 
decision making power found in urban core or heartland centres, hinterland areas are often 
dominated by primary resource production (McCann & Simmons 2000). While hinterland
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areas generally have dispersed populations (McCann & Simmons 2000), hinterland areas in 
BC often feature larger population centres where residents are brought together to provide 
labour for a single resource extraction industry (Clayton 2009). Despite larger populations, 
these towns are isolated from metropolitan centres and share many of the characteristics of 
hinterland areas elsewhere (Clayton 2009; McCann & Simmons 2000).
Hinterland communities may demonstrate strong connections with surrounding forest land. 
Judd (2007) and Mariot (1984) suggest that traditions of local land use create a recreational 
or forest commons in which a significant portion of residents recreate. Residents may 
consider forest or recreational commons to be common land shared as a resource for the 
benefit of all stakeholders regardless of land tenure (Chhatre & Agrawal 2008; Judd 2007; 
Rustagi et al. 2010). Although the size of commons may vary, local use of the land 
surrounding a town declines as distance from the population centre increases (Greer & Wall 
1979; Mariot 1984). However, study of forest or recreational commons may assume the 
existence of formalized governance structures explicitly acknowledging public rights of 
access (Andersson & Agrawal 2011; Dietz & Henry 2008; Holmgren et al. 2004). Managed 
in this way, commons have well defined boundaries, user groups, and property rights 
(Chhatre & Agrawal 2008; Rustagi et al. 2010). However, these are not always traits shared 
by public recreational use of land in the Port Albemi area.
Private forest land in the Port Albemi area has been managed, until recently, as public land 
through its inclusion in Tree Farm License 44 (see Chapter 4). Therefore, traditions similar to 
informal public land use elsewhere in the province, where Crown land may be treated as 
common land, have created access expectations (Clayton 2009; Gordon et al. 2007). 
However, since much of the land in the Port Albemi area is currently managed as private
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forest land following its withdrawal from the TFL (see Chapter 4, the result expectation of 
land use and access that does not match current reality. This has frustrated the access efforts 
of recreational stakeholders, increased access barriers, and changed the nature of 
relationships with forestry companies.
2.3 Conclusion
Unlike public land access regimes elsewhere in the world, governance of public access to 
forest land in BC has been largely informal and based upon voluntary access provision. 
Without formalized access policies, land tenure holders control the extent of land access. 
Recreationalists may thus believe that these tenure holders have a responsibility to provide 
what the government cannot. However, due to forest industry restructuring, increasingly 
formal management practices on the part of forestry companies means that this approach 
may no longer meet the access expectations of recreationalists. Accustomed to informal and 
unrestricted access, recreationalists may now face formalized management practices resulting 
in increased recreational access restrictions.
In the case of Port Albemi, understanding the extent of forestry company social 
responsibility to recreational stakeholders aids determination of whether current relationships 
between recreationalists and forestry companies have resulted in recreational access that 
meets these social responsibilities. The social creation of corporate responsibility is based, in 
part, upon the expectations of these groups. Therefore, understanding how public 
expectations of recreational access levels in the Port Albemi area are developed is part of 
understanding forestry company responsibilities. Historical forestry company relationships 
with resource dependent communities and public forest land use in BC have influenced
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current land access expectations. This history has created expectation amongst outdoor 
recreational users that relationships with forestry company relationships will continue to 
provide land access. Where these expectations are not met due to restricted access or 
information, recreationalists may feel that forestry companies have failed to fulfill their 
obligations.
Chapter 3: Methods
This research project examined land use access restrictions in the Port Albemi area from the 
perspective of recreationalists. A qualitative case study approach was chosen as appropriate 
for examining recreationalist experiences within the context of area specific forest land 
management. Research questions and relevant literature guided secondary data collection 
utilized for scoping and to understand the Port Albemi context. Following refinement of the 
case study design to reflect information gathered during scoping, primary data was gathered 
through semi-structured one-on-one and group interviews with recreational stakeholders. 
Subsequent analysis of primary data, guided by research questions and informed by 
secondary data and research literature, explored access restrictions with attention paid to the 
access effects of relationships between recreationalists and land tenure holders.
3.1 Case Study Research
This research is structured as a single, exploratory case study examining the experiences of 
outdoor recreationalists with recreational access issues in the Port Albemi area. Case study 
methodology was selected as an appropriate framework from which to apply qualitative 
research methods and data analysis to examination of a specific phenomenon (Bradshaw &
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Stratford 2010; George & Bennett 2005). Although there are conflicting definitions, case 
study research is understood as empirical enquiry investigating “contemporary phenomenon 
within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context 
are not clearly evident” (Gerring 2004; Yin 2003, pp. 13). Therefore, in-depth study of the 
phenomena within the bounds o f this context is integral to case study research (Benbasat et 
al. 1987; Darke et al. 1998; George & Bennett 2005; Gerring 2004). Gagnon (2012) argues 
that case study research is particularly applicable to research where participant experiences 
can only be understood within the context of influencing circumstances. Since the 
experiences of recreational land users are strongly connected to the history and current 
practices of forest land management, consideration of this context must be at the heart of any 
examination of outdoor recreation in the Port Albemi area.
Although Gerring (2004) argues that the purpose of case study research is to “elucidate” 
aspects of phenomena classes through close examination of single phenomenon, to do so is 
difficult without understanding issues present within classes (pp. 341). Where issues are not 
well understood, a revelatory case study approach may be utilized for exploratory studies 
intended to build knowledge in areas not previously researched (Darke et al. 1998; Gerring 
2004; Yin 2003). Exploratory studies utilize a single case rather than the multiple cases used 
to build generalizability (Yin 2003). Exploratory studies thus contribute to theory generation 
and can be “particularly useful” when theory is in its early stages (Benbasat et al. 1987, pp. 
369; Darke et al. 1998; Gable 1994). Used in this fashion, single case studies provide 
descriptive information o f phenomenon with little prior information. Since little research has 
been conducted examining the experiences of recreationalists with access to private 
industrial forest land of the sort found in the Port Albemi area, examination of these
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experiences is thus well suited to a revelatory, single case study approach (Gagnon 2012; Yin 
2003).
While a single, exploratory case study design is appropriate to the Port Albemi context 
where little previous research exists, there are disadvantages to single case studies. Since 
case study data collection and analysis may be influenced by researcher interpretation, the 
conclusions drawn from single case studies can be greatly influenced by errors in data 
collection and analysis as well as researcher subjectivity (Darke et al. 1998; George & 
Bennett 2005). In order to address limitations, I have presented the processes of data 
collection and analysis used to arrive at conclusions. Although this does not eliminate 
possible error, it does allow readers to understand how I have arrived at conclusions. 
However, even conclusions free of error may be of limited use in theoretical generalization 
(Darke et al. 1998; George & Bennett 2005). Without a range of case study data sets to draw 
upon, analysis and conclusions may be heavily influenced by factors unique to the case 
(Darke et al. 1998). With a single case study, sample size may not be large enough to detect 
these influences. Therefore, resulting conclusions that attempt to draw parallels to other case 
studies may be erroneous. In addition, case studies undertaken by student or novice 
researchers may be subject to resource, funding, or timeline limitations that may restrict 
study design and scope (Darke et al. 1998). However, for this reason, a single case study may 
also make the best use o f these limited resources.
Despite limitations to research based upon a single, exploratory case study, the lack of prior 
research and reduced resource demands when compared to studies involving multiple cases 
make this approach well suited both to the specific context of recreational access in the Port 
Albemi area and to my abilities as a researcher. Ongoing awareness of the applications and
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limitations of this methodology mean that I have been better able to effectively address the 
demands of this approach while building necessary credibility to provide a solid foundation 
for future research.
3.2 Theoretical Considerations
For this research project to produce reliable results, I had to be mindful of the theory behind 
qualitative research. Awareness of how rigour and validity are created in qualitative research 
allowed me to approach data collection and analysis able to account for nuances of case 
study context. As a result, study conclusions better reflect participant experiences within the 
context of forest land management in Port Albemi.
3.2.1 Rigour
The complexity of qualitative research means that study results are not always repeatable. 
However, qualitative research rigour and study validity demand a high level of care and 
consideration in order to accurately reflect the study context and provide a solid footing for 
future research. Although there are a multiple ways of developing and assessing qualitative 
rigour, all rigorous qualitative research requires dependable and trustworthy conclusions 
(Koch 2006).
Assessment of research rigour has traditionally been based upon criteria appropriate for 
establishing and assessing rigour in quantitative research. Rigorous quantitative research is 
that which demonstrates reliability and validity. Reliability is the extent to which results are 
consistent over time, and accurately represent the phenomenon under study (Golafshani 
2003). Validity refers to whether or not the research accurately and appropriately addresses 
the research questions (Golafshani 2003). Validity may be further divided into external and
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internal validity. External validity is the extent to which research results can be generalized 
(Beck 1993). In order for results to be relevant outside of the specific study context, factors 
affecting results need to be uncovered and explained. Internal validity is a measure of the 
extent to which manipulation of the independent variable affects the dependent variable 
(Beck 1993; Shenton 2004). Establishing a causal relationship between variables provides an 
explanation for the phenomenon under study.
The use of reliability and validity to assess quantitative rigour assumes that the researcher is 
unbiased, objective, and has little effect on study results. This approach encounters 
difficulties when used to assess qualitative research where the researcher makes decisions 
throughout the research process that incorporate their approach and interpretations into study 
design, data collection, and analysis. Recognizing the problems involved in evaluating an 
inherently subjective research approach with objective criteria (Shenton 2004), some 
theorists have advocated alternative methods for assessing qualitative research rigour.
Some methods for assessing qualitative rigour use criteria different from quantitative 
reliability and validity. A wide range of criteria have been proposed to replace reliability and 
validity (Creswell & Miller 2000). The highly variable nature of qualitative inquiry means 
that proposed criteria are also variable and presented as “interpretive recommendations rather 
than systematic requirements” (Carlson 2010, pp. 1102). However, criteria originally 
proposed by Guba & Lincoln (1981) provide a starting point. Guba & Lincoln’s (1981) 
criteria of research credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability, when 
considered together with more modem critiques of this approach, are criteria that may be 
used to evaluate the qualitative rigour of my research. Although these criteria fulfill similar
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roles to quantitative reliability and validity, they are designed specifically for qualitative 
research practices.
Analogous to internal validity in quantitative research (Beck 1993; Creswell & Miller 2000; 
Houghton et al. 2013; Krefting 1991), credibility involves conducting research in a 
believable fashion with solid connection between data and conclusions (Carlson 2010; Kuper 
et al. 2008). Since qualitative researchers (and their interpretations) are integrated into the 
research process, they bear significant responsibility for demonstrating credible research 
design and conduct (Carlson 2010). There are a number of methods for demonstrating 
credibility including audit trails (Beck 1993), peer debriefing (Creswell & Miller 2000), and 
thick description (Houghton et al. 2013). However, I have chosen to focus on triangulation, 
member checking, and reflexivity as being the most appropriate and achievable for 
demonstrating the credibility of this research project with respect to my abilities and research 
setting.
Triangulation, the use o f multiple data sources, methods, investigators, or theories to 
corroborate data and interpretations, is used to increase research rigour and validity 
(Bradshaw & Stratford 2010; Creswell & Miller 2000; Kuper et al. 2008; Shenton 2004; Yin
2003). Triangulation may be used to enhance credibility by confirming the completeness of 
collected data (Beck 1993; Houghton et al. 2013). Triangulation may also demonstrate 
consistency between data collected through different methods or sources (Creswell & Miller 
2000). This increases confidence that research results present as complete an image of the 
phenomena as is possible. For the purposes of this study, primary data was collected from 
recreational users. Secondary data sources were used to provide the initial background 
information for scoping, reinforce and verify findings, and provide data triangulation.
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Triangulation of primary interview data with background information allowed critique of 
interview data while also identifying areas of conflict warranting further examination. The 
use of primary and secondary data throughout analysis allowed me to develop a more 
complete picture of recreational land access in the Port Albemi area situated within the 
context of land management practices.
Member checking allows research participants to participate in assessing credibility by 
reviewing data and interpretation (Carlson 2010; Creswell & Miller 2000). For this research 
project, I asked participants to check interview transcripts for accuracy. Member checking of 
transcripts allowed study participants to correct mistakes in transcription and clarify 
statements they felt were confusing. This approach ensured that interview transcripts used in 
data analysis accurately represented the information participants wished to share. While it 
would have been possible to involve participants in member checking of subsequent 
interpretive results, I felt that doing so would have increased participant reactivity and led to 
significant changes in results not warranted by the raw data as participants sought to reinsert 
their experiences. Houghton et al. (2013) suggest that, following decontextualization of 
participant experiences through analysis, there is little chance that participants will be able to 
recognize their particular experiences in the resulting document. They therefore recommend 
that member checking be focused on transcripts rather than results.
Reflexivity is researcher self-disclosure of assumptions, beliefs, and biases with the potential 
to influence research design and implementation (Creswell & Miller 2000; Kuper et al.
2008). By recognizing researcher influence, reflexivity enhances research credibility (Alex & 
Hammarstrom 2008). While there are a number of approaches for incorporating reflexivity 
into research, I have chosen to present “interpretive commentary” (Creswell & Miller 2000,
43
pp. 127; Shenton 2004) throughout this thesis and to provide information on my role within 
the research process. Where appropriate, I have made use of the first person narrative to 
provide commentary in sections where personal interpretation is particularly important or 
where decisions were informed by personal experience and potential bias. This approach 
explicitly positions me in the research process and recognizes potential researcher influence 
on research results. I have also included Section 3.2.2 which describes my role as researcher 
and provides an overview of the thought that went into examining how my background and 
perspective might affect both relationships with research participants and interpretation of 
research results.
Morse et al. (2008), in their critique of what they see as a trend away from reliability and 
validity as criteria for building and assessing research rigour, argue that the use of alternative 
criteria for establishing rigour (i.e.. credibility, transferability, dependability, and 
confirmability), as originally formulated by Guba & Lincoln (1981) and subsequently 
adopted by a number o f qualitative researchers (Beck 1993; Graneheim & Lundman 2004; 
Houghton et al. 2013; Shenton 2004), does so after data collection, analysis, and theory 
generation have taken place. By establishing rigour only after the fact, the rigour of 
qualitative research may be reduced. Morse et al. (2008) instead argue that investigator 
responsiveness, methodological coherence, appropriate theoretical sampling and sampling 
adequacy, an active analytic stance, and saturation are strategies that can be used to build 
rigour. Since all of these approaches force the researcher to actively direct the research 
process and to be flexible with regards to new information, the researcher is continuously 
assessing their analysis to incorporate and reflect data as it is collected. However, although 
Morse et al.’s (2008) framework for building qualitative rigour is different from one in which
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data is collected with little thought during the collection process to building rigour, current 
approaches to qualitative data collection advocate a reflexive, iterative approach that 
conceptualizes data collection and analysis as parts of a continuous loop (Bradshaw & 
Stratford 2010; Mansvelt & Berg 2010; Taylor & Bogdan 1998; Whittemore et al. 2001). By 
the time the researcher arrives at their final conclusions, they have cycled through data and 
analysis a number of times, each time adding new data to the analysis and investigating new 
sources of data in response to information uncovered during analysis. Although discussed in 
a number of different ways, qualitative data collection conducted in this fashion bears 
similarities both to Morse et al. (2008)’s framework and to the approaches of others 
attempting to differentiate qualitative from quantitative research.
The dependability of qualitative research is the extent to which the researcher has accounted 
for changes to data collection and analysis over the course of the project (Kuper et al. 2008). 
Change may be the result of changing phenomenon, changing approaches to data collection 
and analysis based on changing researcher perceptions (Graneheim & Lundman 2004). As 
new information comes in, the researcher may determine that additional information in 
certain areas is needed to augment existing information and explore new areas of interest. 
Rather than ignoring potentially important new information, ongoing discussion and 
recognition of the possible effects of this information can increase dependability. Since the 
complexity of the qualitative research environment often precludes exact study replication 
regardless of disclosed methodological detail, research credibility is a determining factor in 
dependability (Shenton 2004). Presentation of the research process should be sufficiently 
detailed so as to allow subsequent researchers to undertake similar studies as well as to trust 
that the original study was conducted in a rigorous fashion.
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Similar to external validity, transferability is the extent to which research findings based on a 
particular phenomenon can inform further study of similar subject matter (Beck 1993; 
Krefting 1991; Shenton 2004). Since the results and practice of qualitative research are often 
context specific, generalizability in the quantitative sense is problematic (Shenton 2004). 
However, by being open and descriptive about the research context and methods used, 
researchers allow readers to make informed decisions as to the applicability of study results 
to their own research (Graneheim & Lundman 2004). Such informed decisions may not 
always be possible where presented information is limited or inextricably tied to analysis 
without room for alternative interpretation. Shenton (2004) and Krefting (1991) argue, based 
on Lincoln (1985) that it is up to the reader to determine the extent of transferability to their 
particular project. Since the researcher is not aware of the reader’s context the researcher is 
primarily responsible for ensuring that they provide “sufficient thick description” of their 
research (Shenton 2004, pp. 70). Such description necessarily includes sufficient information 
on study limitations to determine how these limitations may affect transferability. Above all, 
the reasoning behind the study conclusions, both those tied to researcher influence and those 
resulting from the phenomenon, should be recognized and explained.
Confirmability, taking the place of quantitative objectivity, is an attempt to ensure that the 
research findings are the result of the data collected rather than the influence of the 
researcher (Shenton 2004). While this may not always be possible, the extent of researcher 
reflexivity incorporated into the research process and the findings determines, in part, the 
confirmability of the research. The use of interpretive commentary to explain researcher 
decisions can contribute to confirmability (Shenton 2004). As with many aspects of
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qualitative rigour, detailed reporting of research methods can allow the reader to come to 
their own conclusions regarding the acceptability of both data and results.
3.2.2 Role of the Researcher
Considering my role as a researcher has been a way to develop research reflexivity 
(Hellawell 2006). While this ongoing self-examination encompassed all aspects of the 
research process, considering my place within the range of insider/outsider perspectives and 
within research participant power relationships was of particular importance. These aspects 
directly affected the way in which I interacted with participants who provided the data for 
this project.
I have been a recreational land user on Vancouver Island for the past 15 years. During this 
time I have engaged in primarily non-motorized, non-consumptive activities including: 
hiking, backpacking, mountaineering, rock climbing, canyoneering, whitewater kayaking, 
sea kayaking, mountain biking, scuba diving, and sailing. Land use experience and outdoor 
community contacts gained during the pursuit of these activities has allowed me to develop a 
relatively informed perspective of how recreational land users perceive recreational land use 
and access on Vancouver Island, particularly southern Vancouver Island. Indeed, as is the 
case with many novice researchers (Breen 2007), I chose this research project based partially 
upon my background and pre-existing knowledge. As a limitation highlighted in Section 6.5, 
this knowledge may have also influenced my selection of participants and success at 
gathering information from participants engaged in activities with which I had previous 
experience. However, the insider perspective I brought to the project is offset by lack of 
knowledge of the specific outdoor communities and access issues present in Port Albemi.
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My positionality, a mix of insider and outsider perspectives (Merriam et al. 2001), has 
undoubtedly influenced research design, data collection, and interpretation. My perspective 
differed depending on participant relationship dynamics and discussed issues. In situations 
where I was a true insider, due to significant insider knowledge or connections to the 
recreational activity discussed, it was possible to trade stories as equals and thus gain 
information that might have been denied to or unrecognized by an outsider. Although I was 
able to relate to participants in some ways as an insider, participants were sometimes 
frustrated by my lack of specific area and community knowledge when it was necessary for 
them to describe locations or events that would have already been known to a true insider. 
Additionally, my insider knowledge of recreational activities occasionally made it difficult to 
separate personal views from those of participants (Breen 2007).
Although insider/outsider status is fluid and not necessarily dichotomous (Breen 2007;
Dwyer & Buckle 2009; Merriam et al. 2001; Merton 1972), based upon Banks’ (1998) 
typology of cross-cultural researchers I was positioned as an external-insider with regards to 
the recreational community of Port Albemi. An extemal-insider, one who “endorses” many 
of the beliefs and values of the community under study (Banks 1998, pp. 8) while not fully 
belonging to that community, experiences the advantages and disadvantages of both insider 
and outsider perspectives to varying degrees depending on relationships with participants.
Power dynamics between interviewer and respondent can also affect research results by 
changing participant responses to questions, willingness to participate, and relationships 
between researcher and participant (Merriam et al. 2001; Wilson & Sapsford 2006). As in all 
interactions, power relations are created in the interview process and may change throughout 
in response to information, location, positionality and a large number of other factors (Alex
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& Hammarstrdm 2008; Elwood & Martin 2000; Merriam et al. 2001). I am a university 
educated, heterosexual male from a middle class background. In addition, my position as 
researcher provides power over research process design, participant selection, and data 
analysis and ultimately defines participants’ experiences for an academic audience; all of 
which can increase my power in relation to that of participants (Cotterill 1992; Wallerstein 
1999). However, participants hold (or have held) relatively powerful positions within their 
social groups and have access to information that I need to conduct my research. Thus 
participants are not considered to represent vulnerable populations nor do I feel that this 
research placed me in a position of significant power over participants. In some cases the 
opposite may have been true. Due to my inexperience as a researcher and lack of complete 
insider knowledge on the Port Albemi recreational community, I found that participants 
sometimes occupied positions of influence over both the interview process and access to 
further information. I encouraged participants to choose interview locations in the hopes that 
doing so would empower them and increase willingness to share information (Elwood & 
Martin 2000).
In most interviews, power relationships between myself and participants were based upon 
recreational knowledge and experience as well as age. Older participants sometimes had 
decades of recreational and land use experience in the area and thus took on the role of 
teacher, explaining how current land access came to be. In such situations I adopted a 
primarily passive role, only directing the conversation to clarify or expand upon issues 
raised. In other interviews it was necessary to take an active role with a large number of 
follow-up questions that guided the interview towards the information necessary to address 
research questions.
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3.3 Data Collection
Presented in Chapter 4, secondary data sources were used to build a history of land tenure 
and recreational use in the Port Albemi area. This provided a contextual framework upon 
which to base subsequent data collection and analysis. These data sources included 
government reports, company reports and financial documents, local newspapers, 
organization meeting minutes, and forestry recreational maps. Secondary data were collected 
using a combination of archival and internet searches. Document selection was guided by 
project research questions and theoretical framework. Secondary data were used to guide 
primary (interview) data collection, including participant selection and interview questions, 
by enabling me to make informed decisions regarding data collection and analysis. This 
scoping phase identified issues I thought might be of particular importance to recreational 
users. When selecting participants, I thus focused on recreationalists with high levels of 
knowledge and experience of outdoor recreation in the Port Albemi area as well as of the 
access issues identified during scoping. Resulting primary data collection in turn informed 
further secondary data collection. This approach reflects the iterative nature of qualitative 
data collection which cycles between data collection and interpretation (Taylor & Bogdan 
1998). The results of secondary data collection are presented in Chapter 4.
Primary data was collected through interviews with recreational users of forest land in the 
Port Albemi area, and with industry and local business representatives. I interviewed a total 
of 12 participants, utilizing group and individual interviews, between July and December of 
2013 (see Table 1). As recreationalists with a significant stake in recreational land access in 
the Port Albemi area, interview participants were purposively chosen based on their personal 
experience with a particular recreational activity and for their ability to place this experience
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within a local context. Two additional interviews with industry and business representatives 
were conducted to provide information on the local actions of their organizations. As these 
interviews did not represent recreationalist experiences, they were used to provide 
background information and context. Purposive sampling was used to illustrate the 
recreational access issues present in this case rather than to provide a representative sample 
of local recreational users (Bradshaw & Stratford 2010). It is my estimation that recreational 
participants in this project were considerably more knowledgeable o f access issues than 
would be expected from a representative sample.
An initial list of potential participants was developed through internet searches of 
recreational organizations. Representatives from these organizations were contacted and 
invited to participate in this research project by sharing their land access experiences and 
knowledge. This initial contact list was expanded as data collection progressed based on 
initial participant referral and through further purposive sampling based on data collection 
from secondary sources and interviews. While this sort of snowball or referral sampling runs 
the risk of over representing certain populations at the expense o f others (Biemacki & 
Waldorf 1981; Browne 2005), it did allow me access to individuals who would otherwise 
have been hidden. In addition, since the outdoor recreational community within Port Albemi 
is relatively small, these referrals increased participant trust as later participants were 
sometimes aware, through contact between participants, that I had spoken to individuals with 
whom they were acquainted.
Interviews with recreational users utilized a semi-structured one-on-one or group format.
This approach was chosen to allow participants to explore ideas in their own fashion while 
still remaining focused on specific issues. The semi-structured interview format involved a
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number of predetermined questions similar for all interviewees (see Appendix III). However, 
this format also provided the opportunity for in-depth exploration of issues important to the 
participant (Barriball & While 1994). I conducted eight one-on-one interviews and two group 
interviews (with two participants in each). Group interviews were self-organized by 
participants and both consisted of two participants who were well acquainted with each 
other. In both cases, participants contacted for interviews decided to bring an acquaintance 
with them to the interview. Participants did not discuss in depth their reasons for doing so. 
However, one participant stated that they had brought someone along since that person had 
information that might be useful to me. Similar in format to a small focus group (Berg 2001), 
group interviews generally involve no more than three to five participants in order to keep 
interview organization manageable. The use of group interviews allowed me to collect a 
wider range of data than would be possible with the same time expenditure involved in 
individual interviews (Berg 2001). In addition, participants in group interviews were able to 
remember details and events that they might not otherwise have been able to. Group 
interviews were characterized by the relationship between participants; participants 
frequently interrupted each other to provide additional detail or to prompt the other into 
remembering detail.
Participants were given the opportunity to choose the interview location. Participants were 
asked to read and sign a consent form (see Appendix I) outlining study purpose, my 
responsibilities as researcher, and their rights as participant. With the exception of one 
interview where recording was not possible, permission was granted by participants to audio 
record the interview. For the interview where recording was not possible, I took notes 
throughout the course of the interview and, immediately following the interview, wrote down
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as much additional detail as I could remember. These notes formed the basis for analysis in 
much the same way as interview transcripts. While audio recording provided a more 
complete and accurate record of the interview than note taking alone, it did increase 
participant reactivity (Foster 2006). In many cases participants became more open and 
willing to share information once the recorder had been turned off. Information provided 
after recording ceased was noted both in interview and field notes. Immediately following 
each interview, detailed field notes were taken that included the specifics of the interview 
(e.g. participant name, interview location, date), my impressions of the participant and the 
interview, a summary of the information they provided, and key points that would require 
verification in future interviews or secondary data collection.
Table 1: Study Participant Details
Interview Type 
(# of Interviews)
Recording Method 
(# of Participants)
Participant Type 
(# of Participants)
Semi-structured Individual 
Interview (9)
Audio Recording (8) 
Written Note (1)
Industry/Business Representatives (1) 
Recreational Users (8)
Semi-Structured Group 
Interview (2)
Audio Recording (4) Recreational Users (4)
Email Questionnaire (1) Email Questionnaire (1) Industry/Business Representatives (1)
3.4 Data Analysis
Field notes, transcripts, and secondary data sources were reviewed throughout the data 
collection process as an aid to theory development. This process did not form a linear 
progression but rather iterative cycles (Strauss & Corbin 1994; Taylor & Bogdan 1998) that 
continued throughout the research process. As Caudle (2004) argues, the strength of 
qualitative research is its ability to explore and enhance design, analysis and findings as 
research progresses. In addition to encouraging reflexivity (Cope 2010), by constantly
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cycling between results and data sources I was able to develop theory that more accurately 
reflected data.
Interview audio recordings were transcribed by hand into word documents. The semi­
structured individual interview conducted with a business/industry representative was also 
transcribed. This transcript, and the email questionnaire from the other business/industry 
representative, provided context and informed analysis of recreational participant interview 
data.
I conducted all aspects o f data analysis myself. Although a single researcher approach has 
disadvantages due to bias and individual analytical approach, it may also allow for closer 
connection between data collection and analysis (Bradley et al. 2007). However, I was able 
to discuss emerging themes with my supervisor throughout the analysis process. Although 
not as comprehensive a check on bias as conducting analysis in conjunction with other 
researchers or presenting regular interim findings for review, this approach did provide 
opportunities for outside input (Caudle 2004). Once transcribed, copies of interview 
transcripts were sent to respective participants for review. Revisions suggested by 
participants were incorporated into transcripts. For the most part, participant revisions were 
minor clarifications of spelling or event details.
Each interview transcript was treated as a separate entity for the process o f initial coding. 
Transcripts from recreational participants were coded in the order they were conducted 
regardless of interview type. Coding results from all participants were organized together 
according to codes prior to writing. I chose this inductive coding approach to maintain focus 
on recreationalists and to allow their experiences to dictate themes (Bradley et al. 2007;
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Thomas 2006). Following a general interpretive or inductive approach, as outlined by Berg 
(2001) and Thomas (2006), I utilized coding as a way of condensing interview data in order 
to uncover “patterns of human activity, action, and meaning” (pp. 239). Initial coding, a first 
round of analytic coding (Cope 2010), condensed data into themes and enabled me to 
continue making decisions about how best to situate interview content without losing the 
nuances of individual interviews (Bradley et al. 2007; Charmaz 2002). Themes were 
identified by multiple readings o f each transcript followed by notation on document borders 
identifying themes inherent in the data (Thomas 2006). Theme determination for initial 
coding was based upon “unifying concepts” within interview transcripts applicable to 
addressing research questions (Bradley et al. 2007, pp. 1761). Although Cope (2010) argues 
that initial codes are somewhat predetermined and arise from information already held by the 
researcher, I made an effort to ensure that initial codes identified within individual transcripts 
reflected the information in that transcript rather than adhering to predetermined themes. As 
with subsequent codes, initial codes were delineated by descriptors rather than category 
labels as might be found in larger scale analyses demanding brevity. These descriptive codes 
identified themes without the additional meaning associated with interpretive codes (Caudle 
2004). Once identified, codes were added to a master list that encompassed all interviews 
(see Appendix III: List of Codes Utilized During Data Analysis). Since this list of codes was 
updated and expanded continuously throughout the data analysis process (Caudle 2004), 
coding rounds identified in Appendix III represent the code list as it was following 
significant changes to my organization of themes. The list served as a quick reference guide 
and provided an overview o f what each theme related to as well as how themes had changed 
(Miles & Huberman 1994).
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Selective coding of initial codes further organized and built upon themes uncovered during 
initial coding. Selective coding was iterative so as to develop and refine categories clearly 
linked to interview data (Caudle 2004; Charmaz 2002; Thomas 2006). Although Miles & 
Huberman (1994) argue that excessive reflection during analysis runs the risk of 
“retrospective enlightenment” (pp. 321), I found that by returning to initial and intermediate 
coding results when conducting selective coding I was better able to catch coding errors and 
to ensure continuity between data and results. Cope (2010) argues that such recursive data 
reviewing highlights the process of “knowledge construction” and separates participant 
experiences from researcher practices (pp. 285).
During selective coding, transcript segments from all interviews were divided into separate 
word documents according to themes identified during initial coding. Transcript segments in 
these word documents were then organized into sub-themes through selective coding. 
Selective coding involved careful reading followed by notations on document borders. Once 
each document had been coded, like sub-themes were grouped together under appropriate 
sub-headings. Following several cycles of review and revision, these sub-headings formed 
the basis for an initial draft of study results; a narrative representation of information 
contained under each sub-heading. Although the initial draft was written when a coding 
saturation point, the point at which little significant progress was made during coding rounds, 
was reached (Bradley et al., 2007), the initial draft did not represent the end o f analysis as 
subsequent drafts refined the concepts developed during coding.
Throughout analysis and writing I constantly referred back to initial and intermediate results 
(See Appendix III for list o f codes utilized during coding rounds), data sources, research 
literature, and study design to better understand how and why I had arrived at conclusions. In
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particular, secondary data was reviewed to find common threads or points of disparity with 
interview data. This provided triangulation and guided conclusions. While focusing on the 
specific context o f forest land in Port Albemi I also reviewed literature on issues similar to 
those I was uncovering through data analysis. This meant that I considered issues 
experienced with land management in other places and in other contexts, something I might 
not otherwise have been able to do. By continuing this practice throughout the research 
process the results of this research are more firmly grounded both in research literature and 
in study context.
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CHAPTER 4: Land Tenure and Recreation in the Port Alberni Area
Transfer o f public land to private ownership has created proportionally higher concentrations 
of privately owned forest land on south-eastern Vancouver Island (and thus in the Port 
Albemi area) when compared to forest land in the rest of the province. High concentrations 
of private land, combined with high levels of recreational land use in the Port Albemi area, 
makes the Port Albemi area well suited to study of private forest land access by recreational 
users. This chapter summarizes the results of secondary data collected to provide background 
on historical land tenure, forest industry restructuring and recreational land use in the Port 
Albemi area. Secondary sources utilized include government reports, legal cases, meeting 
minutes, and media sources found online and in the archives of the Albemi Valley Museum. 
Collection of this data focused on two main areas of information discussed in Section 4.1 and 
Section 4.2 respectively. Section 4.1 examines the history and current state of forest land 
tenure in the Port Albemi area. In particular, since the uniquely high proportion of private 
forest land in the Port Albemi area (compared to the rest of BC) has greatly influenced the 
current state of forest land management and recreational access, a history of this private land 
is traced to its origins and presented chronologically to the present day. Historical forestry 
company restructuring in the Port Albemi area is also examined. Doing so provides 
necessary background for understanding current forestry company presence and for 
contextualizing study participant experiences. By examining how current access regimes 
came to be, the information presented in this first section directly contributes to addressing 
the first research question. Section 4.2 focuses on the relationships between recreation and 
forest land management in the Port Albemi area. Explicated through participant interviews, 
secondary information on these relationships contributes to addressing the second research
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question. In particular, this section discusses recreational stakeholder involvement in the 
West Island Woodlands Advisory Group and provides an overview of secondary sources 
relating to recreational practices in the area.
Data collected for this chapter prior to primary data collection was an important part of the 
scoping phase of this project. Information examined during this phase narrowed project 
focus, informed participant selection and project design, and anticipated issues of importance 
to study participants. Data collected concurrent with and following primary data collection 
was used to fill in identified knowledge gaps. The results o f secondary data analysis 
presented in this chapter provide an introduction to the recreational access issues experienced 
by study participants. Results also provide context with which to inform design of case study 
research. When considered in conjunction with research literature presented in Chapter 2, the 
information in this chapter represents an important step towards understanding the 
implications of recreational access restrictions in the Port Albemi area.
4.1 Forest Land Management in the Port Alberni Area
Compared to forest land throughout BC, forest land in the Port Albemi area comprises a 
higher proportion of recreationally available land. Therefore, understanding how this land is 
managed is necessary for informed analysis of recreational access. Of particular importance 
to addressing the first research question, the history of private forest land tenure in the area is 
presented chronologically from its origins in the creation of the province of BC to recent 
restructuring of area land tenure that brought the issue of private land to the fore. Integral to 
understanding the impact of recent tenure changes, forestry company restructuring involved 
in these changes is examined prior to exploring specific changes to private forest land 
management.
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4.1.1 The Origins of Private Forest Land in the Port Albemi Area: The E&N Railway 
Land Grants
Private forest land in the Port Albemi area was originally created from public land to finance 
the building of a railway from Esquimalt to Nanaimo on Vancouver Island. The 1871 Terms 
o f Union, which brought the colony of BC into Canada, specified that the government of the 
Dominion of Canada would construct a railway connecting the seaboard of BC with the 
Canadian railway network (British Columbia Terms of Union 1871). In order to finance 
construction, BC agreed to sell rights to the public land for 20 miles (32km) on either side of 
the proposed railway line to the government of Canada (British Columbia Terms of Union 
1871; Esquimalt and Nanaimo Railway Co. v. Attorney-General of British Columbia 1948). 
However, the ambiguous wording of the agreement meant that there were a number of 
changes to the exact borders of this land. After some disagreement between the two 
governments, the 1884 Settlement Act granted to the Canadian government, with some 
exceptions, most of the land set aside for railway construction (British Columbia v. Canada 
1994; Taylor 1993). Land already settled was not transferred but was instead offered for 
purchase to settlers (Taylor 1993).
In 1883, the Canadian government contracted the Esquimalt and Nanaimo Railway 
Company, owned by Robert Dunsmuir and Associates, to construct the railway on 
Vancouver Island from Nanaimo to Esquimalt by June 1887 (Taylor 1993). The E&N 
Company also agreed to continuously operate the railway (British Columbia v. Canada 1994). 
The E&N Company received the land set aside for railway construction as partial payment 
(British Columbia v. Canada 1994). However, since settled land reduced the area of land 
granted to the E&N Railway Company, the E&N Company was granted additional land in 
compensation (Taylor 1993). Additional land grants in 1905,1910, and 1925 transferred to
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the E&N Company 43, 000 ha of land along with some foreshore and coal rights to 
compensate for land removed from the original reserve (Taylor 1993). In total, the E&N 
Company received title to roughly 769, 000 ha on south-eastern Vancouver Island (Marchak 
2011; Taylor 1993). The western boundary of these grants falls to the west of the city o f Port 
Albemi (see Figure 1), with the result that almost all of the land immediately surrounding 
Port Albemi, including a significant number of readily accessible recreational areas, is 
private land now held primarily as private forest land. The private land legacy of these grants 
is well known to recreationalists in the Port Albemi area and frequently referenced with 
regards to current recreational access issues.
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Figure 1. E&N Railway Grants (showing the original grants of private land on southeastern Vancouver Island) 
(Taylor 1993)
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4.1.2 Forestry Company Restructuring in the Port Alberni Area
In order to understand how forest land management has affected recreational land access in 
the Port Albemi area, it is necessary to examine the restructuring of forestry companies 
operating in the area. This provides the basis for subsequent discussion of changing forest 
land tenure. Since forest land management and land tenure play a significant role in 
determining recreational access levels, understanding these forces allows for in-depth and 
informed exploration of recreationalist experiences with barriers to land access. Table 2: 
Timeline of Forestry Company Restructuring, provides an overview of changes to forestry 
company control of forest land in the Port Albemi area. In particular, as is discussed further 
in Chapter 6, the timeline highlights a rapid series of changes to land tenure and forestry 
company organization between 1999 and 2005 that directly affect recreational access.
Table 2: Timeline of Forestry Company Restructuring
Date(s) Event Source
1955-1984 MacMillan Bloedel holds land in TFL 44 (known as 
Forest Management Licenses 20 & 21).
Barnes et al. 1990; 
Davis 2010; Lehman 
Brothers 2012
1984-1999 MacMillan Bloedel holds land in TFL 44. Barnes et al. 1990; 
Davis 2010; Lehman 
Brothers 2012
1999 Weyerhaeuser, a multinational forestry company, 
acquires MacMillan Bloedel. Assets acquired include: 
private timberlands: 224,000 hectares 
timber leases: 2.4 million hectares
Weyerhaeuser 1999
1999-2005 Weyerhaeuser controls land in TFL 44. Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005; 
Weyerhaeuser 1999
2004 Removal of all private lands from TFLs 39 and 44 (see 
Section 4.1.4).
Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005
2005 Weyerhaeuser sells its BC coastal operations to 
Coastal Acquisitions Inc. (a subsidiary of Brascan 
Corporation). $1.4 billion sale includes 258,000 
hectares of private timberlands, annual harvesting
Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005; 
Weyerhaeuser 2005
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rights to public timber leases totalling 3.6 million m3 
of timber, five coastal sawmills and two 
remanufacturing facilities.
2005 Brascan transfers recently removed private lands to 
Island Timberlands GP Ltd. to be used by Island 
Timberlands LP. Brascan holds a controlling interest 
in Island Timberlands.
Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005
2005 Brascan transfers its interest in TFL 44 and in 
operations based on crown land to Cascadia Forest 
Products Ltd. Brascan wholly owns Cascadia.
Davis 2010; 
Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005
2005 Brascan (now known as Brookfield Asset 
Management) agrees to sell Cascadia to Western 
Forest Products Inc.
Hupacasath First 
Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005; 
Ontario Ministry of 
Consumer and 
Business Services 
2005
2008 Brookfield Asset Management Corporation owns 70% 
of Western Forest Products (through a subsidiary) as 
well as 50% of Island Timberlands LP. Currently, 
Island Timberlands operates the majority of the private 
timber land around Port Albemi while Western Forest 
Products holds tenure to the Crown land in TFL 44.
Doyle 2008
4.1.3 Public Forest Land in the Port Alberni Area
Concurrent with restructuring of forestry companies in the Port Albemi area, forest land 
tenure in the area was also restructured. Until later changes in management of private forest 
land (discussed in Section 3.1.4), these changes were largely limited to changes in 
management of public land reflecting changing regulatory practices. However, a brief 
discussion of these changes sets the scene for discussion of changing private forest land 
management practices.
The land tenure currently known as Tree Farm Licence (TFL) 44 (see Figure 2) was 
originally composed of two Forest Management Licences: FML 20 (Tofino) and FML 21
64
(Albemi) (Davis 2010). These FMLs were both awarded to Macmillan & Bloedel Limited in 
1955 (Davis 2010). In 1984, FMLs were renamed TFLs; in the same year, TFLs 20 and 21 
were merged to form TFL 44 (Davis 2010). In 1999, TFL 44 was divided into TFL 44 and 
TFL 57 (Davis 2010). TFL 57 was made up of the portion of TFL 44 encompassing 
Clayoquot Sound (Davis 2010). This subdivision followed the 1993 Clayoquot Sound Land 
Use Decision which increased the amount of protected land in Clayoquot Sound as well as 
the land set aside for resource use (Clayoquot Sound Technical Planning Committee, 2006). 
TFL 57 was transferred in 1999 to Iisaak Forest Resources Limited, a forestry company 
owned by the Central Region Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations (Davis 2010; Iisaak 2012). As of 
2010, TFL 44 covers roughly 232,000 ha and is held by Western Forest Products (Doyle 
2008; Davis 2010). As discussed in Section 3.1.4, all private land formerly in TFL has been 
removed and is now managed as private forest land.
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Figure 2. TFL 44 in 2010 (showing the limited extent of public land around Port Alberni) (Davis 2010)
4.1.4 Private Forest Land in the Port Alberni Area
In order to understand how study participants perceive recreational access restrictions it is 
necessary to situate their experiences within past and present forest land management 
including management of private land. Due to high concentrations of private forest land in 
the Port Albemi area, this land is of particular importance to study of recreational access in
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the area. Building upon the histories of private land, forestry company restructuring, and TFL 
44 presented in Sections 4.1 to 4.4, this section explores recent changes to management of 
private forest land in the Port Albemi area.
One of the long term results of the E&N land grants, and the most significant with respect to 
outdoor recreation in the Port Albemi area, is that the majority of south-eastern Vancouver 
Island is held as privately owned forest land (see Figure 1; Doyle 2008). This means that 
about 18% of the Island’s land area is privately held forest land (land not used for settlement 
or agriculture) while about 63% is Crown Land (Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural 
Resource Operations 2000). As a point of comparison, federal and provincial Crown Land 
makes up 95% of the province of BC (Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 2013). Leading up 
to 2004, TFL 44 covered 309, 845 ha (Doyle 2008), o f this land, 70,263 ha were privately 
owned by Weyerhauser who also held the rights to crown land in TFL 44 (Doyle 2008). This 
70, 263 ha of private land includes most of the forest land around Port Albemi (see Figure 3). 
These lands have been privately held since they were first transferred to the E&N Railway 
Company (Hupacasath First Nation v. British Columbia 2005). These private lands were first 
brought into the TFL (or rather its antecedent) in 1945 by the owner who also held the TFL 
to the adjacent Crown Lands (Hupacasath First Nation v. British Columbia 2005). Private 
land adjacent to a TFL may be incorporated into the TFL when the land owner agrees to have 
the TFL extended to cover this land. This may be done to ensure unified forest operations as 
well as to take advantage of management incentives (Hupacasath First Nation v. British 
Columbia 2005). Lands within TFLs are either designated as Schedule A, which include the 
licensee’s private land, or as Schedule B, which are publically held Crown Lands (Doyle 
2008). Land within TFLs, whether public Crown land or privately owned, is subject to
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legislation governing public forest land such as the Forest Act and the Forest and Range 
Practices Act (Doyle 2008). Private forest land held outside a TFL is subject to the less 
restrictive Private Managed Forest Land Act (Doyle 2008; Perry 1999)
While it appears as though some of the private lands in TFL 44 have been moved in and out 
of the TFL more than once (Hupacasath First Nation v. British Columbia 2005), the most 
recent effort to remove private lands from TFL 44 was initiated in 1999 as part of a 
suggested settlement to MacMillan Bloedel (the tenure holders of TFL 44 at the time) by the 
BC government to compensate for revenue lost during provincial park creation (Perry 1999). 
Perry (1999), in his report on the public consultation for this settlement agreement, 
determined that there was strong public opposition to land transfers as part of this settlement. 
In addition, he anticipated that such land transfers might impinge on Aboriginal rights and 
unresolved land claims (Perry 1999). As a result o f this public opposition, the 1999 request 
by MacMillan Bloedel to remove private lands from TFLs 39 and 44 as part of the 
MacMillan Bloedel Parks Settlement Agreement Decision was denied (Doyle 2008).
In May 2004, the BC government amended the Forest Act to allow removal of private lands 
from TFLs (Forest Act 1996; Hupacasath First Nation v. British Columbia 2005). Section
39.1 of the BC Forest Act clarified that “removal of private lands from TFLs was permitted 
at the discretion of the Minister with the consent of the licensee” (Doyle 2008, pp. 23). By 
this time, Weyerhaeuser had acquired tenure of TFLs 39 and 44 including ownership of the 
private lands contained within them. In July 2004 the provincial government passed 
Instrument 42 which deleted all private land within TFLs 39 and 44 (Davis 2010). This 
deletion stemmed from a land removal request by Weyerhaeuser that removed 87,725 
hectares (including 70, 263 hectares from TFL 44) from TFLs 39 and 44 (Doyle 2008). The
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deletion was one of the first two such removals under the amended Forest Act (Doyle 2008). 
However, like the failed 1999 attempt at removal of the private lands, it was met with 
resistance. A briefing note commissioned by a senior staff member of the now Ministry of 
Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations prior to the decision recommended against 
the 2004 removal of private lands from TFL 39 and 44 (Doyle 2008). While the briefing note 
was intended to consider “strategic issues,” Doyle (2008) makes no mention of specific 
grounds for its recommendation (pp. 28). In proceeding with the removal, the BC 
government justified its decision based on Weyerhaeuser’s agreement to compensate the 
government under Bill 28 (Tenure Takeback Legislation) for reduced harvesting rights and 
lost improvement (Doyle 2008). Weyerhaeuser also agreed to drop its ongoing lawsuit 
against the government and to help with expansion of Cathedral Grove, a nearby stand of old 
growth forest with important tourism value (Doyle 2008). The land removal’s value to 
Weyerhaeuser was estimated at between $ 15.4 and $31.8 million while the value to the 
government was estimated to be a much as $240 million (Doyle 2008). However, since the 
Ministry had not negotiated rights o f way to access crown land remaining in TFL 39 and 44 
during the 2004 removal decision, the government later was forced to pay roughly $4 million 
to acquire the necessary roads and rights of way (Doyle 2008).
In addition to internal government opposition to the removal, members of the public also 
expressed concerns over “impacts on access to Crown assets and loss of access to trails.. .and 
the lack of established rights-of-way through large holdings of private forest lands” (Gordon 
et al. 2007, pp. 3). Prior to the land removal in TFL 44, all of the lands suggested for removal 
were “open to members of the public for recreation, hunting, and fishing” (Perry 1999, pp. 
28). Indeed, Gordon et al. (2007) argue that “access to these private lands was generally
indistinguishable from access to the Crown portion of the TFL” (pp. 40). The practice of 
gating off logging roads on privately owned land is often deeply resented by members o f the 
public because it impacts their access and use of the land for recreation and other non-timber 
uses (Perry 1999). Since land, whether Crown Land or privately owned, within a TFL is 
subject to the Forest and Range Practices Act, there are provisions for non-timber uses of the 
land such as recreation (Perry 1999). However, fee simple land held outside of, or withdrawn 
from a TFL is not subject to the Forest and Range Practices Act, the Forest Act, or the terms 
of the TFL (Doyle 2008; Perry 1999). The 2003 Private Managed Forest Land Act to which 
private forest land is instead subject focuses on environmental management objectives such 
as water quality and reforestation. There are no provisions in the Act for recreational access. 
Therefore, public access to such private forest land is largely at the discretion of the owner 
and may be further restricted.
Unless conditions have been set under the terms of the removal decision, once private land 
has been removed from a TFL, nothing compels the owner to continue allowing public 
access or use of these lands (Doyle 2008). Such conditions have been part of some 
subsequent removal decisions. For example, one of the conditions of the decision to allow 
Western Forest Products to remove private land from TFL 6,19 and 25 in 2007 was that the 
company agree to continue providing recreational opportunities on the private land (Doyle 
2008). This was also the case for the 2004 removal from TFLs 39 and 44. When the BC 
government authorized the removal o f private lands from TFL 44 in July 2004, conditions 
for the removal included the requirement that Weyerhaeuser would maintain access to road 
networks for the public, industrial road users and aboriginal groups (Gordon et al. 2007; 
Hupacasath First Nation v. British Columbia 2005). However, there was no documentation
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requiring these conditions to transfer to subsequent owners of the land (Gordon et al. 2007). 
When Island Timberlands assumed ownership of the land these conditions were not 
transferred.
The differences between public access to private and public forest lands in the Port Albemi 
area is of particular importance when examining the access experiences of recreationalists. 
According to individuals and organizations within the Port Albemi community consulted by 
Gordon et al. (2007), “there is actual, or de facto, denial of access by the general public to 
either the TimberWest or Island Timberlands private lands” (pp. 40). This denial of access 
extends to use of the private lands to access parks or other recreational assets beyond the 
private land (Gordon et al. 2007). Port Albemi residents have also expressed concern over 
environmental and forest management practices on private lands that reduce potential 
tourism and recreational opportunities (Gordon et al. 2007). Since private forest land makes 
up a large proportion of the available recreational land in the Port Albemi area, access 
restrictions on this land may significantly affect recreationalists.
Considered in conjunction with Section 4.1.4, detailing the origins o f private forest land in 
the Port Albemi area; Section 4.1.2, outlining forestry company restructuring in the Port 
Albemi area; and Section 4.1.3, outlining public forest land tenure in the Port Albemi area, 
this section completes the overview of forest land management in the Port Albemi area. The 
information in these sections informs case study design and provides background for 
considering study participant experiences with recreational land access within the context of 
forest land management.
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Figure 3. Private Forest Land in the Port Alberni Area (showing the extent of private lands (Schedule A lands as well 
much of the white areas marked as Protected Areas) within TFL 44 in 1999) (Ministry of Forests, Lands, and 
Natural Resource Operations 2013).
4.2 Recreation and Forest Land Management in the Port Alberni Area
Although there has been little direct study of the experiences of recreationalists in the Port 
Albemi area, it is possible to derive some background information on these experiences from 
publically available information. In particular, recreational stakeholder participation in the 
West Island Woodlands Advisory Group provides information on the relationships and 
information sharing between recreationalists and forestry companies. In addition, Gordon et 
al. (2007) provides some general information on the relationships between Port Albemi
residents and forestry companies. Although not a comprehensive representation of outdoor 
recreation in the Port Alhemi area, this information serves to further inform analysis of study 
participant experiences.
4.2.1 Recreational Stakeholder Participation in the West Island Woodlands Advisory 
Group (WIWAG)
In order for Western Forest Products to maintain certification of their products to the CSA 
Z809-08 Sustainable Forest Management Standard, they are required to provide 
opportunities for public participation in decision making (Mitchell 2008). Convened to meet 
this requirement, the West Island Woodlands Advisory Group is a panel of community 
members representing stakeholder groups identified by Western Forest Products as having a 
stake or interest in sustainable forest management in the Port Albemi area (WIWAG 2011). 
Community representatives from a wide range of backgrounds participate in the WIWAG 
including representatives from Port Albemi outdoor recreation organizations (WIWAG 
2013a).
While the Defined Forest Area (DFA) to which the requirements of the CSA standard apply 
is the land held by Western Forest Products in TFL 44 to the northwest and southwest of Port 
Albemi (see Figure 4), Island Timberlands also participates in the WIWAG (WIWAG 
2013b). While Island Timberlands does not currently hold CSA certification of their forestry 
operations, they do hold certifications from both the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) and 
the International Standards Organization (ISO) (Island Timberlands 2009). However, while 
Objective 17 of the SFI 2010-2014 certification standard does require Island Timberlands to 
support efforts by public and other stakeholders to “apply principles of sustainable forest 
management,” the indicators for success at meeting this objective do not appear to have
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concrete requirements for meaningful public participation in decision making (Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative 2010). Since the text o f the ISO 14001:2004 standard to which Island 
Timberlands’ forest operations are certified is not freely available (it must be purchased from 
their website), I was not able to review the public consultation requirements of the actual 
standard. However, Potoski & Prakash (2005) make no mention of public consultation 
requirements in their review of the standard’s effectiveness nor was I able to find any other 
mention of public consultation requirements related to this standard. Despite the absence of 
participation requirements, Island Timberlands still participates in the WIWAG process. 
WIWAG meeting minutes from September o f2005, the first meeting in which Island 
Timberlands participated, indicate that Island Timberlands held CSA certification at the time 
(WIWAG 2005). This suggests motivation for the company’s initial involvement in the 
WIWAG. However, Island Timberlands notified the WIWAG on June 8,2006 that they 
would likely drop their CSA certification (WIWAG 2006). Transfer to the SFI standard 
appeared to be either complete or underway in 2008 when WIWAG meeting minutes 
mentioned indicators for the SFI standard (WIWAG 2008). While subsequent transfer to the 
SFI and ISO standards may have removed the requirement for public consultation, continued 
involvement may have been a voluntary effort to maintain public goodwill. Based on 
available information as to Island Timberlands’ public consultation requirements and on 
statements from several participants in this project, it appears as though Island Timberlands’ 
continued participation in the WIWAG is voluntary.
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Figure 4. WIWAG Defined Forest Area (showing the extent of public land considered by the WIWAG near Port 
Alberni) (WIWAG 2010).
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4.2.2 The Role of Outdoor Recreation in the Port Alberni Area
There have been few studies which discuss outdoor recreation in the Port Albemi area in any 
detail. However, Gordon et al. (2007) do offer insight into the relationships between 
recreational land users and the forestry industry. Although focused on the state of the forestry 
industry and its impact on the local community, Gordon et al. (2007), in conjunction with 
reports and research on similar issues outside of the Port Albemi area, help to situate 
recreational land use within the context of current and historical forestry and land 
management practices in the area.
Due to declines in the Port Albemi forest industry, the importance of economic contributions 
made by other sectors such as outdoor recreational tourism has increased (Carmichael & 
Murphy 1996; Hayter & Barnes 1997; Klein 2005). In addition, due to their history of 
forestry work in the area, many Port Albemi residents have a close connection to the adjacent 
forests both as a place of work and of recreation (Gordon et al. 2007; Hayter & Barnes 
1997). This connection is based on their ability to access the land. However, the 
concentration of private lands around Port Albemi and the “lack of secure rights of way for 
trails” threaten opportunities both for economic growth and for continued outdoor recreation 
in the area (Gordon et al. 2007, pp. 41). The natural amenities of the Port Albemi area make 
it a good location for such outdoor tourism development (Hayter & Barnes 1997; Klein 2005; 
Schmallegger & Carson 2010). However, the extent o f private forest land and access 
restrictions related to this land have “highlighted the importance of forest access for many 
local residents” (Gordon et al. 2007, pp. 40). Some efforts have been made to full this gap, 
most notably the Albemi Inlet Trail. The Albemi Inlet Trail, a multi-stage trail following 
private forest land on the eastern shore o f Albemi Inlet, is currently under development in
76
collaboration with Island Timberlands (Albemi-Clayoquot Regional District 2014). 
However, despite such efforts, restricted public access to forest land continues to affect 
recreational land use in the Port Albemi area.
4.3 Conclusion
The contextual and historical information in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 provide background for 
understanding the interview findings and insights from study participants (Chapter 5). In 
addition, the use of this information in project design and scoping has enabled me to more 
appropriately focus further data collection on issues pertinent to addressing the two main 
research questions underlying this thesis. Interview questions as well as participant 
identification and selection informed by background information from this chapter thus 
emphasized individuals likely to provide informed opinions on the relationships between 
their recreational access experiences and forest land management in the Port Albemi area. 
Subsequent integration with research literature and results from analysis of interviews draws 
upon this chapter to provide the place-specific context necessary for successful case study 
research.
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Chapter 5: Results
Outdoor recreation in the Port Albemi area is shaped by the synthesis of forces ranging from 
local scale phenomena to broader economic, social, and policy trends. It is through 
examination of these forces as they influence outdoor recreation that it is possible to 
understand the current state o f recreational access in the Port Albemi area. From the 
perspective o f recreationalists participating in this study, a number of particularly important 
factors influence their access to recreational features and opportunities. Amongst these 
factors is the issue of land tenure. Although there are tracts of public crown land in the Port 
Albemi area, much of the land utilized for outdoor recreation is privately owned. The array 
o f tenure holders and land management practices on both public and private land in the area 
means that access to recreational features and opportunities is highly varied. Recreational 
access may be restricted for a number of reasons and by a number of methods. The success 
of recreationalists obtaining access in the Port Albemi area is also varied. Securing reliable 
access to areas with access restrictions or difficult access requires recreationalists to be 
knowledgeable, creative, adaptable, and often dependent on contacts made with 
representatives from land tenure holders. Considered together with local economic and 
recreational history and current circumstances, recreationalist perceptions of land access 
contribute to understanding the extent and character of recreational access issues in the Port 
Albemi area.
This chapter presents the analysis results of primary data collected from study participants. 
Chapter sections are organized by final coding themes. Themes are supported by direct 
quotes from participants. While the names of participants are not provided, quotes are 
attributed to participants using codes (e.g. RP (Recreational Participant)) and a number (e.g.
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RP1). The first section of this chapter, Recreation on Private Land, details recreational access 
issues related to private land tenure. The second section, Physical Access Issues, examines 
access issues related to physical barriers that prevent or limit access. The third section, 
Relationships with Forestry Companies, examines how recreational participant relationships 
with forestry companies affect recreational access.
5.1 Recreation on Private Land
Considering the large tracts o f private industrial forest land in the Port Albemi area, issues 
with recreational access of private forest land in the Port Albemi area are particularly 
relevant to understanding access barriers faced by recreational users. Since much of the 
privately owned forest land in the area was part of TFL 44 (see Chapter 4, Fig. 3), it was 
managed under the same regulations as public crown land in the TFL. Prior to removal from 
TFL 44, recreational land users in the Port Albemi area experienced access to privately 
owned forest land in a fashion relatively indistinguishable from that of adjacent public land. 
The result of this history is an expectation of relatively unfettered recreational access 
amongst recreational users in the Port Albemi area regardless o f land tenure (Gordon et al. 
2007).
Participants spoke of past recreational activities made possible by relatively unrestricted 
access. However, following the removal of private land from TFL 44 and its separate 
management as private forest land, the current reality is that public access is not always so 
unrestricted. According to one participant, prior to the removal of private land from TFL 44, 
“the whole [Albemi] valley was classified as TFL 44 which was basically managed under 
crown guidelines.. .the management of the fish and wildlife resource was the same, and 
access and the whole nine yards [RP2].” When the private land was removed from the TFL,
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conditions for the removal included provisions for continued public access (Gordon et al. 
2007). Participants were aware of these provisions and of past land management practices 
that had created the private land. One participant, speaking of the historical E&N land grant 
which initially created the private land in the Port Albemi area, referred to it as “a painful 
problem from a hundred years ago that we still suffer from [RP12].” Another participant, 
referencing the more recent removal of private land, stated: “When the land was allowed to 
be taken out of the tree farm license there were three or four conditions attached to it and one 
of them was public access should stay the same [RP6].” However, Gordon et al. (2007) 
argues that conditions of continued public access did not survive the subsequent transfer of 
private lands once removed from TFL 44. Likewise, as discussed later, participants’ 
experiences with recreational access on these lands after their removal from the TFL are not 
consistent with a regulatory environment in which public access is encouraged.
Currently, recreational access to private forest land presents difficulties for recreational users 
in the Port Albemi area. Since much of the forest land in the Port Albemi area is privately 
owned, local recreational activities often require access to private industrial forest land. 
Indeed, “most of the recreation access points [RP1]” available to participants are on private 
forest land. As one participant stated: “Unfortunately, the main Port Albemi recreationalist’s 
backyard is right in the private land. So you have [a number of important recreational 
features and opportunities], all are private land...that creates a concern [RP2].” Participants 
acknowledged that recreational access to both public and private forest land is becoming 
increasingly difficult in many parts of Vancouver Island. However, “with the private land [in 
the Port Albemi area] being private now [RP2]” this has specifically increased access 
difficulties in the area. As a result of the need to use locally accessible forest land for
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recreation, many of the physical access issues experienced by recreational users in the area 
centre on private land access.
5.2 Physical Access Issues
Barriers that physically prevented recreational users from accessing recreational areas via 
access roads were the most significant hindrance to recreational access mentioned by 
participants. Such barriers were either natural or imposed by land management organizations 
and tenure holders. Each type of barrier presented different access difficulties and was 
perceived differently by participants.
Since most recreational features and opportunities in the Port Albemi area were located at 
great distance from public roads, recreational users are highly dependent on forestry roads 
for access. Indeed, current recreational practices in the area were predicated on the use of 
forestry roads. One participant stated that:
I think it’s important to make the point that the outdoor recreationalists in 
general.. .have been very dependent on these access roads. And I think we have a 
conflicted attitude towards the logging companies.. .we’ve never admitted the extent 
to which we are dependent on their roads [RP10].
Recognition of dependence on forestry access roads was present in a number of statements 
made by participants. Another participant stated: “Well, generally we use a lot of logging 
roads which is part of our love hate relationship with the forest industry.... We hate to see all 
the trees being taken down but we like to see the roads into certain areas [RP8].” Participants 
felt that, without the network of forestry roads in the Port Albemi area, access to most 
recreational areas would be difficult.
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Since recreational users are highly dependent on forestry access roads, changes in their 
ability to use these roads can have significant impacts on their activities. Several participants 
discussed what they felt were decreases in the number of overnight trips and a trend towards 
single day trips. Indeed, most of the recreational trips taken by participants were single day 
trips. Such single day trips to features and opportunities not immediately accessible by public 
roads necessitate the use of forestry access roads. Even in the height of summer with longer 
days, without use of these roads there would be inadequate daylight hours to safely access 
and return from a recreational feature. However, a number of participants also highlighted 
an overall trend of decreasing recreational access in the Port Albemi area due to increased 
physical barriers. One participant stated: “there are quite a few areas we can’t get access to 
anymore and we lament that fact [RP8].” Another participant felt that access was “going 
downhill [RP2]” due to increases in physical barriers. These statements were corroborated by 
participants who discussed specific barriers to recreational access for a number of features 
and opportunities around Port Albemi. One participant stated: “there’s so much out there, but 
they really limit your access [RP11].” Despite a large number of high quality recreational 
features and opportunities in the Port Albemi area, without reliable access these features and 
opportunities were not feasible for the sort of single day trips taken by most participants.
Confusing access roads further compound access difficulties. Some participants felt that the 
large and complicated network of forestry roads in the Port Albemi area, combined with 
difficulties in obtaining information on these roads, made access difficult. One participant 
stated: “Everything looks different from what it used to look like. It’s hard to find things 
[RP3].” Another participant felt that changes to forestry company ownership, combined with 
changing road names, “added to the confusion [RP10].” Since there is little widespread
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information available on current road conditions and access routes, there are often significant 
differences in knowledge of access routes even between individuals engaged in the same 
activities in the same area. For example, while one participant spoke of a viewpoint near Port 
Albemi which they were no longer able to access, another participant spoke of access routes 
to this same viewpoint that avoided the barrier mentioned by the first participant. This 
highlights the confusion faced by participants attempting to gain recreational access.
While participants spoke quite broadly of their difficulties with obtaining recreational access 
due to physical barriers, several types of barriers were specifically mentioned and discussed 
at length. Participants felt that adverse road conditions (due to road degradation or 
deactivation), seasonal snowfall, and road gates were the most widespread physical barriers 
to recreational access. Together, these barriers accounted for the majority of access 
restrictions experienced by participants.
5.2.1 Road Degradation or Deactivation
One of the most significant physical barriers to recreational access in the Port Albemi area 
discussed by participants was loss of road access due to road degradation or deactivation. In 
this case road degradation refers to a decline in condition due to lack of maintenance. The 
resulting erosion or plant growth eventually leads to the access road becoming impassible by 
most or all vehicles. One participant stated: “When the roads become deactivated or fall into 
disuse and water barred extremely.. .it is very sad because we don’t get access to a lot of the 
places [RP8].” Participants spoke of a significant number of access roads throughout the Port 
Albemi area that had degraded to the point where they were difficult or impossible to access 
using standard vehicles.
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In contrast to degradation, road deactivation refers to the practice o f intentionally rendering a 
road impassible through removal of culverts and bridges, return of the roadbed to natural 
grade, or cross ditching to avoid excessive erosion. In most cases the stated intent of 
deactivation is to limit or remove the need for continued road maintenance once the road is 
no longer in active use by the tenure holder. Participants spoke of recreational areas which 
they were no longer able to access due to deactivated roads. Regarding a particular access 
road, one participant stated that the road was “deactivated.. .now you can’t get through the 
road at all [RP8].” In some cases, deactivation rendered otherwise driveable roads 
inaccessible due to isolated barriers.
Road cross ditching, the practice by forestry companies of removing drainage culverts and 
replacing them with low maintenance ditches across access roads, was one deactivation 
measure with which participants expressed particular frustration. Participants felt that road 
cross ditching as an erosion protection measure sometimes made recreational access 
unnecessarily difficult. Since cross ditching created abrupt dips in the road surface (intended 
to divert water from the road surface and prevent catastrophic erosion), ditching often made 
access roads un-driveable except with high clearance four wheel drive vehicles, which most 
participants did not possess. Some participants felt that cross ditching was sometimes carried 
out by forestry companies as a way of denying recreational access. One participant stated:
There is the whole road cross ditching.. .it is trying to prevent erosion of the road 
without actually having a culvert in place. W e.. .were always thinking that they 
always just overdid it beyond the specifications to keep the urban tree huggers out 
and make it hard unless you had a high clearance pickup to get over these cross 
ditches which were way over the top as far as letting the water drain off [RP12].
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For some participants, the increased time and effort required to access a recreational area via 
a deactivated or degraded road meant that these areas were no longer feasible as a single day 
trip. Regarding a particular recreational area accessed via a deactivated road, one participant 
stated: “that's a long ways for people to go, certainly for a day [RP2].” Such access 
restrictions significantly limited the number of features and opportunities available to 
recreational users.
While participants felt that road degradation or deactivation negatively affected their ability 
to access recreational areas, many of them understood and accepted the reasoning behind 
these restrictions. One participant stated:
Some of the roads are maintained if there is some active logging going on or they are 
reopened if  there is logging going on but if there is not then they are either 
deactivated and un-driveable or they just fall into disuse and with winter rains and 
storms and whatnot they wash away [RP8].
Participants understood that it could be quite costly for forestry companies to maintain access 
roads that they were not using. Once access roads ceased to be useful for forestry operations, 
they were either deactivated or allowed to fall into disuse. In this way forestry companies 
were able to avoid the costs associated with road maintenance. One participant stated: “If 
you are depending upon the forestry companies to provide road access, the lack of 
profitability depends entirely on whether or not they are going to log there or whether they 
are still logging there [RP10].” Another participant noted that: “it is not worth [the forestry 
company’s] effort. It costs them money to upgrade access [RP2].” With this reasoning in
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mind, participants were often willing to accept access road deactivation or degradation 
associated with the current status of forestry operations.
Just as concluded forestry operations in a particular area can cause declines in recreational 
access, the commencement of forestry operations can provide increased access in other areas. 
As mentioned previously, participants recognized that changing access to recreational areas 
via forestry roads was strongly tied to the current status of logging operations. One 
participant connected changes to recreational access with forestry operations by stating: “It 
changes just depending on the logging practices [RP8].” If a forestry company initiated 
logging operations in a particular area they would likely reactivate old roads or build new 
ones while at the same time deactivating roads no longer in use. One participant, speaking of 
an area with good recreational access, stated: “they are logging up there .. .so there is good 
reason for [the forestry company] to keep it open [RP10].” While recreational access during 
active logging operations might be restricted, for areas not immediately adjacent to 
operations there could be a dramatic improvement in access. Likewise, once logging 
operations ceased, access roads would be in good condition and could provide reliable 
recreational access for some time (unless gated or immediately deactivated).
Overall, participants felt that fluctuations in recreational access due to deactivation or 
reactivation of access roads were just part of the nature of relying on these roads to provide 
access. Depending on current logging operations, access to particular areas might be opened 
or closed, in good shape or allowed to degrade. One participant stated: “Gates come and go; 
bridges come and go [RP12].” Another participant, referencing an area with changing access, 
stated: “we used to be able to get up and then we couldn’t and now we can again, temporarily
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[RP8].” Most participants accepted changes unless perceived as part of deliberate efforts to 
restrict recreational access.
5.2.2 Seasonal Barriers to Road Access
Separate from intentional access barriers created by forestry company activities, snowfall 
sometimes created an impassible barrier to recreational access. Participants felt that seasonal 
closures due to snow build-up created road access barrier for forestry access roads that were 
unused for forestry operations but were otherwise in good condition with reliable access. 
Since forestry companies did not generally plow roads that they were not using, snow-build 
up meant that unused roads were closed to regular vehicle traffic during years with heavy 
snowfall. These roads were not generally gated to restrict access but were closed only by the 
depth of snow on the road. One participant stated: “The roads aren’t cleared if there is no 
active logging going on and if they aren’t cleared then you just can’t get up there. You either 
ski up or hike up the roads and sometimes its many, many kilometres of road before you get 
up there [RP8].” Another participant told of a pick-up truck that had to be abandoned for the 
winter after driving up a popular access road on the hard, morning snow only to become 
inextricably mired when the snow softened in the afternoon. Although not always an issue, 
heavy snowfall that lingered on access roads could block recreational access for significant 
periods of time.
While participants felt that seasonal road closures hindered recreational access, they accepted 
that these closures were not the fault o f forestry companies but a natural occurrence. One 
participant stated: “That’s not their [the forestry company’s] fault. It’s just the luck of the 
draw with the Island. Sometimes you get valley snow, sometimes you don’t. When you don’t 
you can drive the roads in the winter and when you do, too bad. That’s the nature of Island
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winters [RP12].” Without any human intent to restrict recreational access, participants felt 
that seasonal road closures due to snow build-up were just part o f the reality of recreation in 
the Port Albemi area.
5.2 3 Gated Road Access
Perhaps the most significant barrier to recreational access in the Port Albemi area discussed 
by participants is the use of road gates to bar public access. In most cases, road gates are 
metal gates placed at access road entrances. When closed, road gates are secured with a 
padlock (requiring a key to obtain access) or are human operated to provide access at the 
discretion of the gate keeper. These gates do little to prevent foot or bicycle access but 
effectively close the road to most vehicles. Participants felt that gated access roads presented 
the most significant barrier to recreational access since their use was increasingly widespread 
and their location, often at some distance from recreational features and opportunities, 
prevented recreational access on otherwise passable access roads. When their status was 
unknown (whether open or closed), participants also felt that road gates increased the 
uncertainty of recreational access.
5.2.3.1 Increases In the Number of Road Gates
According to participants, access road gates are becoming an increasingly common way for 
tenure holders to bar public vehicle access. Participants felt that the number of road gates on 
access roads in the Port Albemi area has increased in recent memory. Access roads that had 
previously been open to the public are being closed with gates. Participants reported past 
experiences in the Port Albemi area of recreational features and opportunities that they had 
been able to reliably access utilizing forest roads. One participant stated: “There was more 
open access then.. .a lot o f times back then the gates weren’t locked. And even when they
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were logging in the area they weren’t locking the gates [RP9].” Participants felt that past 
access was more dependable and that road gates, when they existed, were often reliably left 
open to public access. When gates were closed for reasons other than active logging or 
unsafe conditions, participants felt that it had been relatively easy in the past to contact 
forestry companies and obtain the keys necessary to open gates. One participant stated that 
“it definitely was easier [in the past] to get access through those gates if they were closed 
[RP9].” By providing reliable access for recreational users in the Port Albemi area, forestry 
companies helped to create a history of public access to forest land in the area.
In contrast to historically reliable un-gated access, participants felt that previously accessible 
areas were now less likely to be open to them as the result of road gates. Participants felt that 
there was a significant and recent increase in the number o f access roads closed by gates.
One participant stated that forestry companies “really started closing the gates a number of 
years ago. And more and more, the access is less [RP11].” Other participants spoke of “gates 
that have appeared over the years that weren’t there originally [RP12].” This increase in 
gated access roads has made it more difficult for participants to access recreational areas. 
Recreational areas that were previously accessible via access roads are now “just harder and 
harder to get to [RP12]” due to road gates. Most participants spoke of the practice of gating 
access roads in negative terms. One participant stated, in reference to a gated road accessing 
a local trail with historical significance, “that’s going to add 10 or 12 km of boring walking 
to anybody who wants to do the [trail] [RP1].”
Although most participants were well aware of gated access roads in the Port Albemi area, 
several participants also mentioned access roads without gates or with gates that were left 
open. Most of these roads, with some exceptions, were to the west of Port Albemi, on public
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land. Notable exceptions to the dichotomy of gated roads on private land and ungated roads 
on public land included access to a small number of specific areas with significant 
recreational activity. As discussed in Chapter 6, although these areas are on private forest 
land, their high recreational value and large number of users may provide incentive for 
continued access since denial of access may lead (and has led in the past) to public outcry.
5.2.3.2 Gate Location
Participants also expressed frustration with the location of access road gates which they felt 
unnecessarily restricted trail access by foot traffic. Where road gates blocked vehicle access 
at points significantly removed from recreational areas, the time and effort required of 
participants to proceed on foot from the gate made these recreational areas infeasible as 
single day trips. In relation to a specific road gate that they felt was poorly placed, one 
participant stated:
The problem is they put their gate right where the logging road crosses the [river]. 
Which means that you have at least a 4km walk before you even turn to go up the 
valley. If they had even put the gate where it goes up, it wouldn’t be so bad [RP6].
In this case, the access road gate mentioned was intended to prevent vehicle access to a 
location further up the valley and those participants discussing this gate felt that a gate 
further up the road would have performed the same function while still allowing easier foot 
access to recreational trails.
Gate location also affected participant choice of recreational areas. Due to the effort required 
to access trailheads, some recreational areas that had seen significant use in the past were 
now less heavily used. One participant stated:
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The thing I like about that side [of a mountain range] is that the gates are right at the 
bottom of the mountain... So even if I park at the gate I am beginning the ascent 
straight away. Whereas on the [other] side you’ve got a lot of flat to walk before you 
get to the base of the mountain [RP9].
Rather than undertake lengthy approaches on foot to recreational features and opportunities, 
participants instead focused their activities on areas with less problematic access.
5.2.3.3 Obtaining Access to Gated Roads
Participants did not often interact with forestry companies during the course of their 
recreational activities. However, in some cases participants needed to contact tenure holders 
to obtain access to otherwise restricted areas. Since such areas were primarily restricted by 
road gates, participants were most likely to seek gate keys or gate openings from tenure 
holders. One participant, referencing a frequently mentioned locked gate, stated: “you have 
to get a key to get up there [RP8].” However, obtaining access through a locked gate was not 
always an easy matter. Participants discussed the difficulties they experienced while 
obtaining access. Since participants were most likely to request gate keys, most difficulties 
arose when participants attempted to acquire these keys. In some cases successfully 
acquiring a gate key was the result of an informal arrangement between the participant and a 
forestry company. One participant reported that they had “prevailed upon [RP1]” a 
representative from the forestry company in order to obtain a gate key and stated that it was 
“on a Sub Rosa [under the table] basis [RP1]” that they had this key. Most participants who 
spoke of possessing keys to access roads gates had obtained these keys through just such an 
informal arrangement.
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Where informal arrangements were not possible, acquiring a gate key necessitated 
compliance with strict regulations. While regulations were often not enforced, allowing 
relatively unfettered access to some areas, when enforced they presented significant access 
barriers. One participant stated that “now you get a land use application form.. .if you ask for 
a [gate] key [RP1].” In some cases, obtaining access required participants to adhere to access 
dates determined well in advance. Participants were also sometimes required to hold liability 
and fire insurance as well as pay annual fees and key deposits. One participant stated that 
recreational users accessing some areas “are required [by company land managers] to give 
the dates, the destinations, and they cannot deviate from those, if there is a weather issue they 
cannot substitute [RP1].” For such areas participants felt that it was only possible for a well- 
organized group with adequate funding to obtain access. Participants felt that these 
restrictions limited the abilities of individuals to access certain areas. One participant 
expressed frustration with the need to comply with such regulations. They stated: “[Liability] 
insurance and forest fire insurance, and spill kits, and 3 months’ notice and all that. That’s 
ridiculous. Nobody hikes on that basis. I mean we can plan a trip to somewhere on 24 hours’ 
notice [RP12].” As discussed later, such experiences with official forestry company access 
policies highlight the value o f informal relationships with forestry company representatives 
to outdoor recreational users in the Port Albemi area.
S.2.3.4 Human Operated Gates
For some access roads, gates operated by a forestry company representative present an 
alternative form of road closure. For some of these roads, such human operated gates allowed 
participants to access roads (and thus recreational areas) that might otherwise be closed to 
them. One participant, recounting their experience with a human operated gate, stated that:
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“The gates were open. They [the forestry company representative] would come out and open 
them. I guess if  they knew you were in there they would hang around and let you out [RP4]” 
However, participants felt that most human operated gates were more restrictive.
Human operated gates allowing public access provide a consistent level of recreational 
access while allowing forestry companies to carefully control when and how this access 
takes place. One participant, speaking of their experience with accessing a human operated 
gate, stated that: “We just had to be there at 7am and sign in with their gatekeeper. But he 
took down every detail, license plates and everything and we had to be out of there by 4:30 
[RP1].” However, some participants felt that the level of control exercised by forestry 
companies through human operated gates negatively affected their ability to access 
recreational areas behind human operated gates. One participant stated that “the gate closes 
so soon that you can’t actually have time hardly for a hike or a ski [RP12].” Although the 
time limitations of daily gate openings made it difficult for participants to access some 
recreational areas for single day trips, areas with human operated gates rarely allowed 
overnight visits. One participant stated that “you can never go up there and stay overnight 
[RP9]” since gatekeepers would not permit this. Participants felt that this practice effectively 
denied access to recreational areas requiring more than the allotted time for a round trip.
While some human operated gates permitted certain levels of public access, other gates were 
human operated primarily as a way to selectively provide access for logging trucks during 
active forestry operations. One participant stated that, in such cases:
You are just not going through it. They won’t let you in. because they are there to
stop people. Because the logging companies are logging up there. And so they can’t
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expect the truck drivers to get out and unlock the gate, go through and then lock it 
again. So they have someone on the gate [RP9].
Gates human operated to allow selective access for the purposes of forestry operations 
generally completely restricted public access to the area. However, since participants were 
able to see a clear connection between forestry activities and access restrictions, they 
generally accepted restricted access through human operated gates during active forestry 
operations.
The human operated gates discussed above are relatively permanent structures with a 
permanent gate and gatehouse. However, temporary road closures or vehicle traffic 
restrictions were sometimes enforced with human operated temporary barriers. Much like 
highway traffic restrictions during construction or avalanche control, these barriers closed the 
road to traffic for a period of time to allow for active forestry operations on otherwise heavily 
travelled main roads. Due to the relatively high traffic volumes on main roads, extended road 
closures are problematic. Therefore, forestry operations are occasionally temporarily halted 
and human operated rope barriers opened to allow traffic flow. Although temporary barriers 
were generally accepted as part of the reality of accessing areas with active forestry, some 
participants reported what they felt were excessive delays in access through these barriers. 
One participant spoke of waiting at such a temporary barrier for a long period of time only to 
proceed past the barrier and find a forestry company representative manning the barrier at the 
other side of the logging site. In this case the representative had not been paying attention to 
traffic at the other barrier, leading to long delays. This sort of inattention was perceived by 
participants as indifference to recreational users on the part of company workers.
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5.2.3.5 Gated Road Access Uncertainty
In addition to increases in access restriction due to road gates, increases in the practice of 
gating access roads have also increased levels of access uncertainty for recreational users. 
Participants expressed dissatisfaction with high levels of uncertainty surrounding access to 
gated forestry roads. While participants spoke of widespread access denial to many gated 
access, in some cases gates were neither reliably open nor closed. This created access 
uncertainty. Participant dissatisfaction with this uncertainty stemmed from two main 
concerns. The first concern was the level of uncertainty involved in planning an outdoor 
recreation trip requiring access along a road with a gate that might be either open or closed 
when they arrived. One participant stated: “We’d go in and we’d find the gate locked or we’d 
find some message we didn’t understand scribbled on a whiteboard and we’d drive 25km and 
come to another gate that was closed and you couldn’t get there. And it was really frustrating 
[RP12].” As discussed earlier, road access is essential to the viability of outdoor recreation in 
the Port Albemi area. Therefore, uncertainty regarding participants’ ability to use these roads 
meant that participants were often not sure whether they would be able to access their 
recreational features or opportunities. One participant stated that: “you have to go in on these 
logging roads. The only problem was, they could close them off, with gates, and they do do 
that [RP4].” Participants felt that uncertainty over whether or not a specific gate would be 
open hindered their ability to use the land for recreational purposes since, for many access 
roads, participants might “wind up going up there and finding that there is no access [RP4]” 
due to an unforeseen gate closure.
The second concern raised by participants involved the uncertainty of using a road with an 
open gate. Participants expressed concern about the potential for entering a road with an
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open gate and returning at the end of their trip to find the gate locked, barring their exit. One 
participant stated that: “The problem that I have found is that you never know when the gate 
is going to be opened or locked. You can go out there.. .and the gate will be opened. And 
then you come out...and the gate will be locked [RP9].” Several participants reported being 
trapped by this sort of gate closure. One participant mentioned that they “have on some 
occasions driven in through the unlocked gate and come out to find that the gate is locked 
[RP1].” Unless the status of a road gate was known to be reliable, participants were 
sometimes hesitant to assume that they would have access.
Gated road access uncertainty means that participants must often plan their activities so as to 
limit trips involving recreational areas accessed via gated roads with unknown access. One 
participant mentioned that “all of those mountains are closed to us, sometimes the gate is 
open, but you don’t know whether it’s going to be locked when you get back out [RP1].” If 
recreationalists became trapped behind locked gates, the only recourse was often simply to: 
“Phone up somebody to come get you. Leave your car there and wait until it’s open.. .to 
come and pick it up again. Because they are working up there all the time. It’s just that you 
never know when the gate is going to be open [RP9].” This lack of information on road gate 
status limited the number of recreational features and opportunities practically available to 
recreational users.
Compounding the uncertainty of access road gates status was the unavailability of 
information from tenure holders regarding gate status. Participants expressed frustration over 
the lack of information available on the status of gates (whether open or closed) and felt that 
this information would make their recreational activities easier. While one forestry company 
operates a blog providing information on road closures, this blog generally only contains gate
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closure information for a limited number of main access roads. Information on gate closures 
for roads not mentioned in the blog is more difficult to obtain. One participant stated that: 
“sometimes [forestry companies] advise the [outdoor recreation] clubs [about specific gate 
closures] and sometimes they don’t [RP4].” Without a reliable source of information on the 
status o f gated roads in the area, participants were forced to rely upon information from 
acquaintances or to embark on their trip without assurance of access. One participant stated 
that: “All you get is someone saying it was open one week ago when [they] went through 
there [RP9].” Another participant stated that: “You just phone the grapevine and find out 
whether it might be open today or not. Take your chances I guess., .or just work it into some 
more nefarious plan of some kind [RP12].” Together, access uncertainty and lack of 
information increased the problems encountered by recreational users utilizing gated access 
roads.
5.2.3.6 Impacts of Gates on Recreation
Participants felt that gated access roads negatively affected their recreational activities. In 
particular, gated access roads often increased access difficulty leading to fewer trips to 
recreational features and opportunities or increased time and effort required to gain access. 
One participant, speaking of a recreational feature located at some distance behind a road 
gate, stated that “we don’t go there as often, but if we do we usually take a mountain bike 
and just ride up the road [RP12].” This increased the time and effort necessary for this trip. 
Decreased access to other recreational areas due to gates meant that some participants simply 
avoided these areas altogether. One participant stated that “there are all those ones [south of 
Port Albemi] that are always gated and I pretty much write them off as inaccessible [RP12].” 
As discussed earlier, participants expressed frustration at the lack of recreational access due
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to gated access roads. One participant, after speaking of a number o f recreational areas with 
gated access roads, summed their sentiments up by saying “I have a feeling it is probably 
gated too. So yeah, frustration [RP12].” Another participant reported seeing a homemade 
sign on a forest access road expressing anger at the lack of recreational access. They said:
A number of years back, it started to get really bad, closing the gates and everything 
else. And a big sign went up, right at the front of the gate... it said: you’re cutting our 
access to fish in the lakes, and to hunt, and so on, and seeing that we can’t use this 
area, bum, baby, bum.. .people were just [angry about lack of access] [RP11].
Although this is a relatively extreme example, increases in the number o f gated access roads 
and difficulties in obtaining access to these roads mean that recreational users in the Port 
Albemi area are becoming increasingly frustrated with the diminishing levels of access 
available to them (see Chapter 5.3.1).
5.3 Relationships with Forestry Companies
Since most of the forest land surrounding Port Albemi is controlled in one form or other by 
forestry companies (see Chapter 4), the relationships between forestry companies and 
recreational land users play significant roles in how participants conceptualize and conduct 
their recreational activities. Since these relationships are so important, participants devoted a 
considerable amount of time to discussing both negative and positive relationships with 
forestry companies and forestry company representatives. Participant also discussed a range 
of forestry industry motivations for restricting recreational access as well as reporting 
changing levels of industry consideration for recreational activity in the area.
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5.3.1 Negative Relationships with Forestry Companies
Occasionally hostile, negative relationships between recreational users and forestry 
companies generally involved difficulties experienced by participants attempting to obtain 
information or access from forestry companies. Participants discussed a significant number 
of such negative encounters between recreational users and forestry companies. Some 
participants felt that forestry companies, particularly those operating on private forest land, 
were unwilling to share access information with recreational users. One participant stated 
that “what we found is that now a lot of stuff done on the private land is done in secret, 
there’s virtually no accountability to the public or anything else [RP2].” This unwillingness 
to share information has resulted in participants being unable to access information on 
forestry activities that might affect their recreational activities. One participant, when 
speaking o f a recreational area on private forest land, stated that “they [the forestry company] 
were going to log it.. .and it was chance we found out too. They weren’t seeking public 
opinion on that one [RP6].” Participants felt that forestry companies were sometimes 
deliberately secretive about their operations and did not provide information to members of 
the public so as to avoid unwanted scrutiny or conflict. One participant stated that “they [the 
forestry companies] provide no information and that’s their desire [RP6].” Based on 
participant statements, the extent of this secrecy varied depending on the company or land 
area involved.
Participants felt that different forestry companies provided different amounts of information 
and exhibited different levels of commitment to incorporating public input into their 
operational practices. One participant, discussing the differences between two forestry 
companies operating in the Port Albemi area, stated: “I’m not saying anything unknown, but
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the management and the information provided is like night and day [RP2].” Participants felt 
that there was a noticeable connection between the type of tenure held by forestry companies 
and the level of public involvement. Participants felt that forestry companies operating on 
privately held land were less likely to provide information or recreational access than 
forestry companies operating on public land. In some cases, forestry companies operating on 
private land simply denied all access to their land. Widespread lack of access or information 
meant that some participants did not always believe that the reasons cited by forestry 
companies operating on private land for restricting access, based on concerns over fire, 
vandalism, or safety, were genuine. One participant stated:
One thing with the private land is that they don’t have to have as much of a rational to 
shut a road down as [in a TFL]. I know, certainly fire, I can understand that, but I 
want it legitimate, I don’t want somebody trying to bluff people just so they don’t go 
there [RP2].
Participants sometimes expressed frustration and anger with the lack of consideration given 
to recreational users by some forestry companies. One participant went so far as to say: 
“they’re a bunch of jerks who don’t care about recreation [RP12].” Participants felt that, in 
some cases, forestry companies were “not exactly interested in making it easy [RP12]” for 
members of the public to pursue recreational activities.
5.3.2 Positive Relationships with Forestry Companies
Positive relationships between recreational users and forestry companies were generally 
described by participants in relation to successful attempts to obtain information or 
recreational access. Despite discussion of negative relationships with forestry companies,
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participants also related positive experiences they have had with these same companies. One 
participant stated that “the relationship between the outdoor community and the forest 
companies has been remarkably good [RP10].” According to participants, much of the 
success of the relationships between recreational users and forestry companies is dependent 
on the forestry company’s willingness to communicate with recreational users. One 
participant stated that: “they’re certainly not very consultative, but they’re certainly prepared 
to let us know if  things are closed or if there are changes or if there is logging going on 
[RP10].” While participants were not always satisfied with current access levels or 
information provided, they recognized that things “would be worse if we didn’t have the 
communications with the companies [RP5].” Even where there was little increase in access 
levels, communication between recreational users and forestry companies was sometimes the 
difference between a positive and a negative relationship.
As discussed in section 5.3.3 and in Chapter 6, willingness to communicate on the part of the 
forestry companies is, at least partly, the result of relationships between recreational users 
and forestry companies that have often taken years to build. One participant stated that 
information provided by a forestry company was “a good thing because all of our recreation 
destinations are on [their] land. They are voluntarily doing that and we have established these 
personal relationships over some years [RP1].” This sort of personal relationship has resulted 
in some of the forestry companies modifying their operations on occasion to accommodate 
recreational activities. For one popular feature near Port Albemi, the forestry company 
operating in the area has made an effort to maintain access. One participant stated: “I think 
they realize what a big recreational asset it is for Port Albemi and other areas so they don’t 
usually close anything unless the fire hazard is high or if they are actually logging so that the
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road is a hazard [RP12].” Other participants reported similar experiences with other 
important recreational areas. However, participants also discussed potential public conflict as 
a motivating factor for forestry companies to continue allowing recreational access. When 
speaking of a section of old growth forest with high recreational value, one participant stated 
that: “a couple of years ago [a forestry company] wanted to log the...area.. .there was an 
outcry and they have backed off [RP6].” Another participant stated that the reason for 
continuing recreational access in high use areas was recognition by forestry companies that if 
they restricted access then “they would have a war on their hands [RP11 ]” due to large 
numbers of people experiencing suddenly constrained access.
In addition to discussing current positive relationships, participants also spoke of a history of 
positive relationships between recreational users and forestry companies. These past 
relationships between forestry companies and recreational users were often informal and 
predicated on communication between recreational users and locally based company 
representatives. One participant stated:
In the old days.. .you could talk to them. You could just phone them up and they 
would put you through to somebody who had authority or an engineer and mostly 
they were pretty happy to talk to you and they would fix stuff. You would find out 
what the rules were and where the logging was and whether the road was open.. .even 
permission to camp [RP12].
The informal nature of these relationships may have been due to stronger connections 
between forestry workers and recreational activities prior to forest industry restructuring in 
the 1980s (see section 2.2.2). Participants felt that provision of recreational opportunities had
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been integral to forestry company participation in community life. One participant stated 
that: “Essentially all day Friday there would be people working and employees keeping the 
road open.. .1 suppose the company regarded it as being part of their local good will the same 
as turkeys at Christmas. It was sort of accepted [RP10].” However, participants felt that this 
level of connection was largely an artifact of the past.
When discussing the history of relationships with forestry companies, participants contrasted 
current circumstances unfavourably with the positive and informal relationships of the past. 
One participant stated that “those days when you could have a personal agreement with the 
guy at the gate just don’t happen anymore [RP1].” Participants felt that these changes to their 
relationships with forestry companies were largely the result of changing economic realities. 
One participant explained this change by stating that: “I think partly it was economic 
conditions weren’t as stringent then. There was a little more flexibility, a little more 
opportunity for flexibility... .They were certainly willing to keep roads open that they weren’t 
using [RP6]. ” When forestry companies were forced to streamline their operations in order 
to remain profitable (Barnes et al. 1999; Grass & Hayter 1989; Hayter 2003; Hayter &
Barnes 1997), they were less likely to expend time and money in maintaining recreational 
access. This led to a decline in unnecessary road maintenance and published recreational 
information such as recreational maps produced by forestry companies. One participant, 
speaking of forestry company recreational maps released shortly after Weyerhaeuser took 
over TFL 44 (see Chapter 4, Table 2), stated: “They [the forestry company] said, we’re not 
going to put the money out for that kind of stuff anymore [RP11].” Without an 
institutionalized mandate for forestry companies to provide recreational opportunities, 
recreational users must now rely on other avenues to ensure access.
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5.3.3 Importance of Personal Relationships
In all aspects of their relationships with forestry companies, participants felt that establishing, 
developing, and maintaining informal relationships with locally based company 
representatives was the best, and often only, way to ensure that their viewpoints were 
considered. One participant stated: “I don’t know where we would get if we didn’t have 
personal relationships with some of these people [RP1].” A good relationship with a 
company representative could provide recreationalists with reliable access and information. 
However, establishing and maintaining these relationships is time consuming and difficult 
with considerable differences between companies as to their success.
Participants spoke of the importance of informal relationships with forestry company 
representatives to recreational access. Participants felt that such relationships were long term 
projects requiring constant effort on the part of recreationalists. Without this effort, such 
relationships would not be possible since, unless an official consultation regime had been 
established, forestry companies would not seek out such contact. One participant stated: “We 
have to deliberately go to them and establish a relationship.. .if we want any input at all 
[RP6].” Where such relationships were not possible, participants felt that their recreational 
activities were not considered. One participant, discussing their lack of relationships with a 
forestry company, stated that “it could all be robots. We don’t know anybody there at a 
personal level [RP1].” However, even when successful, one of the disadvantages of 
establishing an informal relationship with a particular company representative is that if the 
representative leaves their position then recreational users depending on that person for 
information may be left without any way of accessing information or of obtaining access.
One participant stated: “You can have a really good relationship for a number of years, and
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then get a new manager and.. .it’s inventing the wheel all over again with them [RP11].” 
Several participants spoke of recent replacements of company representatives and discussed 
the uncertainty this created with regards to recreational access. Without knowing how new 
representatives would approach recreational access, participants were unsure as to whether 
current levels of information and access would continue.
Once established, informal relationships open up unofficial avenues of communication and 
thus enable recreational activities otherwise heavily encumbered or restricted by official 
company policy. Forestry company representatives were sometimes willing to provide 
information or access for recreational activities that might have been prohibited had 
participants approached the company through official channels. One participant, discussing 
building recreational trails on private forest land, stated: “They [the forestry company] told 
them to just go ahead and don’t let us [the company] know about them. But of course if they 
ask their lawyers.... [RP4]” This enabled trail building work that might otherwise have been 
restricted. Another participant, discussing the success o f their relationships with forestry 
companies, stated that “in these unofficial ways they [the forestry company] are quite 
accommodating [RP6].” Where possible, successful informal relationships increased levels 
of both access and information available to recreational users in the Port Albemi area.
The downside of approaching forestry companies through informal relationships with 
forestry company representatives is that the level of accommodation differs substantially 
from company to company. While representatives from some companies were willing to 
establish an informal relationship with recreational users, representatives from other 
companies were unwilling to deviate from company regulations. One participant stated: “The 
attitudes of the companies vary from super helpful in every way to forget it, don’t come here,
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we don’t want you [RP12].” Although participants did not extensively discuss reasons for 
these differences between company attitudes, participants did offer two explanations. Some 
participants attributed differences in informal relationships to differences in company 
policies while others attributed them to differing attitudes of individual representatives.
In addition to differences in informal relationships between companies, participants also 
discussed what they felt was an overall decline in company willingness to accommodate 
recreational access as evidenced by decreasing openness and communication from forestry 
companies. One participant stated: “those days are long gone. O f a paternalistic company 
[RP6].” Another participant, speaking of past relationships with forestry companies, stated 
that “it definitely was a more open relationship [RP9].” Participants identified declines in 
company openness as one of the main reasons why long-term informal relationships with 
forestry company representatives were so important to continued recreational access.
5.3.4 Forest Industry-Community Relationships
A history of closely connected relationships between forestry companies and local 
communities means that forestry companies and forestry workers in the Port Albemi area 
have, in the past, had a strong attachment to recreation in the area. This attachment was 
demonstrated in the interconnectedness of work and leisure activities for forestry workers as 
well as the level of company consideration given to public use of forest land. However, 
changes to the forest industry have led to a decline in this attachment.
Participants provided a number of examples of forestry industry attachment to community 
life, including recreational activities. However, most o f these examples referenced events 
from a number of years ago when forestry company investment in communities was more
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widespread. In such cases, forestry company employees generally resided in the community 
and often recreated in the same forests where they worked during the week. As one 
participant stated:
Years ago in the logging divisions you had so many guys working that there were 
always hunters and fishermen who wanted to use those areas. So lots of times.. .the 
guy would say, hey, can I take that front end loader and straighten up the road there a 
little bit [to make it easier for recreational access] [RP11]?
Participants felt that this level of connection between work and recreation was a natural 
extension of employee and company involvement in community life; community 
involvement that was no longer present. Participants contrasted past company involvement in 
community recreation with more restrictive current practices. One participant stated: “The 
official policy at higher levels was much better. Now they would rather not have the public 
in .. .1 feel sorry for the front line people who have to deal with it [RP5].”
While participants felt that past levels of forestry industry attachment to Port Albemi 
community life were currently much diminished, some participants related examples of 
present day industry consideration for local recreational activities. One participant told a 
story of recent forestry company activities that demonstrated consideration for recreational 
activities and a connection to the area:
There’s a wonderful story with [a forestry company] getting a bunch of loggers., .they 
did some very selective logging with big rubber tired skidder type things, you could 
hardly see where it had been, and in fact the net benefit was quite considerable in so 
much as it opened the view from the trail.. .one of them came back one week and
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built this wonderful picnic table with his wife. They were quite taken with the area 
[RP10].
However, since this particular trail is the result of collaboration between the forest industry 
and local government organizations, the careful logging may have in consideration of this 
more formal arrangement. Indeed, most of the examples of such consideration provided by 
participants could be attributed to company recognition of the public relations value of 
maintaining recreational opportunities rather than attachment to community activities.
More frequently when discussing current circumstances, participants spoke of the forest 
industry’s detachment from the community of Port Albemi and hence from recreational 
activities in the area. In some cases, participants felt that the lack of attachment to 
community life, and thus to recreational activities, was detrimental to recreational access.
One participant stated:
You know a lot of these people are not part of the community.. .this winter we had 
subcontractors.. .who were from [another community] and they didn’t have a clue of 
what the local usage was. For instance, [a specific road] is used all the time by many, 
many users, not just hikers, and they were astounded [when] they pulled the logs right 
down on the road and everyone was [angry]. At [the contracting forestry company] 
the offices were closed and I was on the phone to [the subcontractor] saying, “what 
are you doing with this road?” They were really surprised because they are not local 
community members [RP1].
Even when forestry company representatives were knowledgeable and considerate of 
recreational activities, participants felt that this was sometimes of little benefit since
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company policy was dictated from head offices without accounting for local needs. One 
participant felt that, despite sympathy from local representatives, “that doesn’t get you 
anywhere because the policy is set higher up [RP6].” The same participants later stated that: 
“The feeling that you actually had some say in what was going on. It is very much lost when 
we are ruled by the bean counters from who knows where [RP6].” With forestry company 
decision making removed from the community level, participants felt that they sometimes 
had little input into company activities, activities with the potential to impact recreation.
However, lack of connection between forestry company decision making and community 
activities may also mean that policies restricting recreational access are not always 
implemented. In some cases, participants felt that the lack of local knowledge by forestry 
company policy makers was advantageous to recreational access. As one participant stated, 
referring to overnight camping in an area near Port Albemi with a large number of access 
roads: “If [the forestry company] could close overnight camping in the [area] they would. I 
think that head office’s policy is one thing, but the practical application of it in the region is 
another [RP10].” Without first-hand knowledge of the landscape and local land use practices, 
policies set by company decision makers were sometimes neither practical nor possible to 
implement.
5.3.5 Perceptions of Forestry Company Concerns about Public Use of Forest Land
Participants felt that forestry companies had a number of concerns over public use of forest 
land to which they held tenure. These concerns included vandalism of company property, 
liability for accidents involving members of the public using their land, fire caused by 
members of the public, and dangers to public or worker safety resulting from public access.
In some cases, these concerns were cited as justifications for access restrictions.
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Participants felt that forestry company concern over vandalism of logging equipment and 
access roads was a motivation behind company decisions to restrict access. Participants 
reported that companies often installed or closed gates when forestry equipment was left 
unattended on or near an access road. One participant stated that “very recently they [the 
forestry company] have been putting up gates where they’ve got machinery [RP1]” as a way 
to protect this equipment from vandalism. Participants also spoke of seeing piles of garbage 
left alongside access roads, presumably by individuals unwilling to pay disposal fees. One 
participant stated that: “People were going up there and dumping their garbage at the side of 
the road instead of having it go to the dump, so this was the excuse we heard unofficially for 
having it behind a locked gate [RP12].” Vandalism was also experienced at locked gates 
where some individuals obtained access by cutting gate locks. This practice led some 
companies to leave gates open rather than risk further vandalism. One participant stated: 
“They [a forestry company] have not even been closing their gates, I think they are so tired 
of replacing those $150 locks that even last year during fire season they didn’t lock their 
gates [RP1].” While open gates increased access, participants did not feel that this was a 
victory for recreational access as the increased potential for negative relationships with 
forestry companies meant it was detrimental to recreationalists in the long term.
Although the result was restricted access, most participants felt that it was reasonable for 
forestry companies to close gates due to vandalism concerns. However, many felt that they 
were responsible users o f the land and that such widespread access restrictions curtailed their 
activities through no fault of their own. One participant stated: “I don’t think its hikers 
damaging their machinery. Not that it is easy to do that selection on entry, but I’m pretty sure 
it is not your regular hikers and mountaineers who are doing any machinery damage
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[RP12].” Without any way for forestry companies to differentiate between vandals and 
recreational users, the solution was to restrict access completely. Participants felt that 
vandalism of forestry company property harmed their relationships with forestry companies 
and could result in further long-term declines in access.
Participants felt that forestry company concerns over liability were another significant reason 
for forestry companies to restrict recreational access. Participants felt that company liability 
concerns motivated companies to decommission roads, gate access and remove bridges. One 
participant stated that, for some forestry companies, “their instructions are that anything that 
is unused is a liability and should be rendered un-driveable [RP6].” Participants felt that this 
motivated forestry companies to deactivate roads much faster than they might otherwise have 
done so as to alleviate company concerns over legal liability. This process has accelerated in 
recent years. One participant stated: “They [the forestry company] are decommissioning 
roads a lot faster. They are worried about the liability [RP6].” Participants also felt that 
liability concerns led forestry companies to restrict access to information regarding 
recreational trails on their forest land. As one participant stated:
They seem to think it increases their liability. That it is in the nature of an invitation. I 
don’t think that the Occupiers Liability Act works like that. If it is either wilderness 
or marked as a recreational trail, it still means that you are using it at your own risk. 
And they don’t have any responsibility. But that’s not how they see it [RP6].
Unlike vandalism, participants were less willing to accept liability as justification for 
deactivating roads or withholding information since they felt that doing so unnecessarily 
restricted recreational access.
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Participants cited forestry company concerns over the fire risk posed by recreational users as 
another motivation for companies to restrict access. In such cases, access was generally 
restricted during times of high fire risk. One participant stated: “They’ll close roads.. .and we 
understand why, in the height of fire season, they will do that [RP10].” Unlike more general 
liability concerns cited by forestry companies as justification for access restrictions, most 
participants understood and accepted this reasoning for restricting recreational access.
Participants also felt that company safety concerns during active forestry operations were a 
legitimate reason for restricting recreational access. Participants felt that, during active 
logging, public use of access roads shared with heavy machinery or bordering active cut 
blocks posed a safety risk both to recreational users as well as forestry workers. In such 
cases, forestry companies restricted access using gates, temporary barriers or signs warning 
of active logging. One participant stated: “If there is active logging going on even if the gate 
is open we can’t go up there. There will be signs saying active logging: do not enter. It is for 
safety reasons and I certainly understand that [RP8].” Since the reality of active forestry has 
been a part of the landscape for most of Port Albemi’s history, participants felt that 
restrictions based on current operations were just part of the nature o f recreation in the area.
When associated with a clearly defined rationale, participants accepted the difficulties 
imposed on their recreational activities by forestry operations. For example, participants felt 
that undisturbed forest offered ideal locations for recreation due to its aesthetic appeal. One 
participant stated: “We would rather walk the virgin forest then the old roads [RP9].” Most 
participants preferentially selected features that offered this experience. Features rated highly 
by participants were often those that offered quick access to undisturbed areas with little time 
to spend walking logging roads or cut blocks. However, participants also accepted that
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forestry was the dominant land use for many recreational features and opportunities in the 
Port Albemi area. Since forestry companies operated primarily to extract and market forest 
resources, it was natural that they would not prioritize recreation. One participant spoke of 
the motivations behind forestry company actions by stating: “They just want to log and make 
money. They don’t really want people hounding them. And you can understand that [RP2].” 
Since forestry companies focus on forestry operations, significant disruptions to recreation 
are therefore inevitable. While not always happy with such disruptions, participants accepted 
them when they were directly connected to specific forestry activities. Participants felt that, 
for forestry operations to continue, forestry companies sometimes needed to engage in 
activities disruptive to recreation. One participant spoke of the relationship between logging 
and trail building by saying: “We have always taken the view that if they have to log across a 
trail it is easy enough to establish it afterwards. Then you are going to get 50, 60, 80 years of 
use out of it without being bothered again [RP10].” Since forestry operations created 
temporary disturbances with clearly defined motivation, participants were more accepting of 
resulting access restrictions than they were of long term restrictions due to vaguely defined 
motivations.
5.4 Conclusion
The range of access issues experienced by study participants suggests that the current state of 
recreational access to land in the Port Albemi area is the result of both historical and current 
land management. While many participants were keenly aware of how historical land 
management decisions had led to the existing access environment, they were also aware of 
the affects that current variations in land management practices, land tenure, and 
relationships had on recreational access. In particular, participants shared information on
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private forest land recreation as well as Port Albemi area recreational access barriers. Since 
this information included discussions on types of access barriers, how these barriers were 
created, and their impact on recreationalists it contributes to answering the first research 
question. Participants also provided information on their relationships with forestry 
companies responsible for land management in the Port Albemi area. This information 
explicates the impact of these relationships on recreational land access and thus contributes 
to answering the second research question. Chapter 6 discusses findings from analysis of the 
interviews in relation to literature (Chapter 2) and the background of context presented in 
Chapter 4 in order to directly address research questions.
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Chapter 6: Discussion
The purpose of this research was to provide a case study of recreational access in the Port 
Albemi area that situated recreationalist access perceptions within the context of changes to 
forest land management. Interviews with twelve recreational users with significant 
recreational experience in the area were used as primary sources of information. A synthesis 
of this information and secondary sources including local newspaper articles, government 
and industry reports, academic research, and committee meeting minutes aided 
understanding of how users felt about recreational access and to situate this understanding 
within the context of regional land management. As an exploratory case study, research 
results are inextricably connected to the history and current practices of land management, 
forest industry community involvement, and recreation in the Port Albemi area. However, 
acknowledging these limitations to transferability, this research may be used to better 
understand issues related to recreational access of forest land in BC; a contentious subject in 
a province faced by changing balances in the social and economic importance of forestry, 
tourism and outdoor recreation.
The first section of this chapter, Recreational Access Restrictions, brings together literature, 
secondary sources, and participant interviews in order to address the first research question.
A synthesis of these sources enables exploration of recreationalist experiences with forest 
land access restrictions, uncovers specific access barriers, and provides information on how 
these barriers affect recreation land users. The second section, Recreationalist-Forestry 
Company Relationships, examines how recreationalists characterize their relationships with 
forestry companies holding land tenure in the area and how these relationships affect 
recreational access. This section consolidates and builds upon study results in order to
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address the second research question. The third section, Study Implications, discusses the 
theoretical contributions this research has made and situates these contributions within 
research literature. The fourth section, Further Theoretical Implications, suggests alternative 
or additional perspectives from which to examine study results and implications. The fifth 
section, Study Limitations and Sources of Error, recognizes the limitations of this study and 
presents potential sources of error that may have influenced study results. The sixth section, 
Future Research, suggests potential avenues o f further study that would complement this 
research.
6.1 Recreational Access Restrictions
The first of the two main research questions framing this study examines recreationalist 
perceptions of forest land access restrictions in the Port Albemi area. With a history of close 
ties to the forest industry, Port Albemi has enjoyed the benefits of these relationships 
including access to recreational opportunities and information. However, due to changes in 
these relationships, recreationalists are finding it increasingly difficult to obtain access and 
information.
For much of the private forest land around Port Albemi, land which holds many recreational 
features and opportunities in the area, there are few restrictions on public recreational use 
that are enforced by signs or fences. For the most part, unless land has been enclosed or has 
posted no-trespassing signs, a relatively uncommon practice for private industrial forest land 
in the Port Albemi area, members of the public may venture on to private forest land free 
from legal sanctions. This freedom also exists for public forest land in the area. An 
expectation of this freedom is ingrained in recreational users through a history of relatively 
unrestricted recreational access to forest land in the Port Albemi area. In the past,
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recreational land use was encouraged and recreational opportunities were sometimes 
provided by land tenure holders with community ties. Despite the uniquely high proportion 
of private land (when compared to the rest of BC, see Chapter 4), tenure holder 
encouragement of recreational use has created a tradition and expectation of recreational 
access not well understood with respect to private land. Based upon participants’ responses, 
private forest land in the Port Albemi area is viewed similarly to public land with 
accompanying rights of access. Currently, access expectations function similar to that of 
private land use regimes elsewhere in the world where private land use for public recreation 
is informally permitted (Hojring 2002; Colby 1988). Whatever their official policies, 
industrial forestry companies currently holding forest land tenure in the Port Albemi area 
usually do not actively prevent members of the public from recreating on their land. While 
this lack of enforcement may be the result of logistical difficulties related to policing large 
tracts of land, it seems more likely that forestry companies simply accept the reality of public 
recreational use and recognize that attempts to forbid it would result in unnecessary conflict. 
However, while there appear to be few enforced restrictions regarding most forms of 
recreation on forest land in the Port Albemi area, there are a significant number of practical 
issues that place limitations on access by recreational users to this land. It is these issues that 
differentiate public access practices in the area from most of those discussed in the available 
academic literature.
While different in most respects, recreation on private forest land in the Port Albemi area 
shares one important characteristic with recreation on private land in densely populated 
areas. Most academic research on public access to private land has examined access to small, 
individually held land parcels in areas without large expanses of public land available for
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recreation (Hojring 2002; Colby 1988; Sidaway 1987). This is perhaps the only similarity 
between private land surrounding Port Albemi and private land discussed by Hojring (2002). 
Like private land in heavily populated areas, private forest land makes up most of the land 
base in the Port Albemi area. This means there are few recreational features and 
opportunities on public land available to users. As in other parts of the world (Colby 1988; 
Hojring 2002; Kahr 2009; Wright et al. 1990), this correspondingly increases the demand for 
access to private forest land in the Port Albemi area.
In most other regards, public access to private land in densely populated areas is different 
from public access to private forest land in the Port Albemi area. Private land in developed 
rural areas is often separated into small parcels held by individual resident-owners (Hojring 
2002). Therefore, public access to small parcels of private land is often possible on foot due 
to short travel distances and the proximity of well-established vehicle access to public roads 
bordering private lands. With relatively easy access, conflicts between land owners and 
public users of such land are often the result of undesirable practices on the part of users 
(Colby 1988) rather than access difficulties.
Landscape scale is one of the most significant differences between public access to private 
land in the Port Albemi area and public use of more densely populated areas. Compared to 
relatively heavily developed and populated rural areas, private industrial forest lands in the 
Port Albemi area are primarily large, unpopulated expanses of rugged terrain. As discussed 
by Millward (1991; 1992; 1993; 1996), ragged terrain limits possible travel distances for 
recreational users undertaking one day trips. As access difficulty due to distance or terrain 
increases, the number of users decreases. Following this framework, recreational features and 
opportunities adjacent to Port Albemi and those with relatively easy access are subject to
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heavier use than more remote areas with difficult access. However, Millward did not discuss 
in depth the effects of rugged terrain on recreational access practices. The difficulties 
imposed by distance and rugged terrain mean that users wishing to recreate on land in the 
Port Albemi area must drive significant distances through forest land, often privately held, to 
reach recreational features and opportunities. Access requires users to utilize networks o f 
access roads created primarily by forestry companies during the course of forestry 
operations. Developed for resource extraction purposes, recreational access is not generally a 
primary consideration in the development, operation, and maintenance of these roads.
Indeed, tighter profit margins (Hayter 2003; Mills 2012) and reduced public accountability 
on private land (Doyle 2008; Perry 1999) may act as disincentives for forestry companies to 
continue providing access and information to recreationalists.
Since recreationalists are required to use road infrastructure on private industrial forest lands, 
their recreational activities are susceptible to access road management by tenure holders. 
Consequently, study participants felt that changes to road conditions or accessibility were 
potentially detrimental to recreation. While forestry operations can provide recreational 
access, changes to these operations can also disrupt access (Clayton 2009). Physical access 
barriers such as gates, road decommissioning, and road degradation impair user ability to 
access recreational features and opportunities (Cordell & Betz 2000; Hojring 2002). While 
Mihell & Hunt (2011) found that public land users felt that access barriers were undesirable, 
they also found significant variability between research participants regarding acceptability 
of access restrictions. Similar variation, although differing with regards to acceptable forms 
of restriction, was found amongst study participants. Most participants felt that access 
restrictions were undesirable, in keeping with McFarlane et al. (2007) who found that
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residents of small communities dependent on resource extraction were often strongly 
opposed to access restrictions. However, similar to Hunt & Hosegood’s (2008) findings on 
the acceptability of road closure, participants in this study accepted specific restrictions if 
they understood and supported tenure holder motivations for these restrictions. Forestry 
company gate closures during active logging or heightened fire danger were the most 
common form of acceptable closure cited by participants. Conversely, Participants reported 
negative sentiments towards access restrictions made without justification. This suggests that 
forestry companies might reduce negative public perceptions o f their activities by increasing 
the transparency of their access decisions.
Study participants reported wide ranging physical barriers to recreational access. Barriers 
included gated access roads, seasonal weather closures, and decommissioned or degraded 
roads. While participants were willing to accept seasonal weather closures and degraded 
roads as part of the reality of area recreation, they were less willing to accept restrictions 
directly connected to forestry company action such as gated or decommissioned roads.
Unless restricted for clearly defined and legitimate reasons, participants felt that these 
barriers unnecessarily constrained their recreational activities. Participants also felt that the 
frequency of restrictions was increasing. As discussed in the next section, they connected 
these increases to changing attitudes on the part of forestry companies.
6.2 Recreationalist-Forestry Company Relationships
The second main research question examines recreationalist characterization of relationships 
with forestry companies and how these relationships affect recreational access. To address 
this question, research literature and background information from Chapters 2 and 4 provides 
context for participant discussions of these relationships from Chapter 5. This synthesis
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situates participant accounts of past and present forestry company-recreationalist 
relationships in the context of broader forestry company-community relationships and forest 
industry restructuring.
Recreationalists’ relationships with forestry companies controlling access roads influence 
recreationalists’ ability to maintain or increase available access. Study participants 
experienced increasing difficulties with obtaining access and information from forestry 
companies. Citing concerns over liability, vandalism, fire, and public or worker safety, 
forestry companies have restricted access to recreational features and opportunities in the 
Port Albemi area. In some cases, forestry companies have restricted access without 
justification to recreational users. Participants felt that restrictions stemmed from changes to 
the forest industry and land tenure that had resulted in reduced public accountability and 
aversion to providing unprofitable public access. Access restrictions contrast with a history 
of relatively unrestricted access and information provided by forestry companies with strong 
ties to the local community and outdoor recreation (Clayton 2009). However, participants 
were sometimes able to obtain access or information through informal relationships forestry 
company representatives.
Although there is a significant body of research examining relationships between the forestry 
industry and dependent rural communities, this body of research has primarily focused on 
economic and social aspects o f these relationships. As discussed by Martin (2013), Hayter & 
Barnes (1997), and Barnes et al. (1999), forest industry support for local communities 
declined in latter decades of the twentieth century due to changing economic circumstances. 
Augmented by forestry company consolidation and centralization in a drive for increased 
flexibility and competitiveness (Barnes & Hayter 1994; Hayter 2003), the result was
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disconnection between community life and the forestry industry. In the case of Port Albemi, 
MacMillan Bloedel, the dominant forestry company in the area until 1999, supported outdoor 
recreation as an important part of community life (Gordon et al. 2007) from at least the early 
1960s. From this time until at least the late 1980s, MacMillan Bloedel published a series of 
publically available recreational maps of its holdings around Port Albemi (MacMillan 
Bloedel c. 1960; 1985). These maps detailed the major logging roads in the area, hiking 
trails, camp sites, boat launches and points of interest. Maps also contained overviews of 
recreational opportunities in the area and encouraged recreational users to access them while 
abiding by company access regulations (MacMillan Bloedel 1985). While I was not able to 
find similar maps released later than 1990, one interview participant showed me a similar 
recreational map released by Weyerhauser in the early 2000s. This suggests that a policy of 
encouraging public access may have continued until the sale of Weyerhaeuser’s holdings in 
the area.
In addition to providing, advertising, and encouraging recreational access to the land under 
its control, MacMillan Bloedel supported outdoor recreation by funding trail building 
(Albemi Valley Times 1973) and by donating land for recreational uses (MacMillan Bloedel 
c. 1960). Based on the way MacMillan Bloedel advertised recreational opportunities in its 
recreational maps, the tone of language in the publications, and its efforts at providing 
recreational opportunities, it seems likely that the company’s approach to recreation mirrors 
the paternalism prevalent at the time in resource company-communities relationships (Barnes 
et al. 1999). It is interesting to note that, while writing in early publications spoke in glowing 
terms of company forest operations and shared forest land use, publications in the late 1980s 
were much more defensive o f logging practices. A recreational map published in 1987
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defends clear cut logging as “good forest practice” (MacMillan Bloedel 1987). Much of the 
map’s text is devoted to detailing MacMillan Bloedel’s reforestation practices (MacMillan 
Bloedel 1987). Descriptions of recreational opportunities make up a few small paragraphs. 
This may be indicative of changing public attitudes regarding forestry and increasing 
environmental concerns that increased social pressure on company practices (Barnes et al. 
1999; Barnes & Hayter 1994; Hayter 2003). However, despite a history of active support for 
outdoor recreation on forest land near Port Albemi, restructuring of the forest industry in the 
area led to significant changes in this practice.
Changes to the Port Albemi forest industry’s relationship with outdoor recreation preceded 
the ownership transfers of MacMillan Bloedel’s holdings to Weyerhaeuser and eventually to 
Island Timberlands and Western Forest Products (see Chapter 4, Table 2). As discussed in 
Chapter 2, economic recession in the 1980s marked a shift from Fordist industry practices to 
forest industry flexibility in response to reduced harvest levels and product prices, inflation, 
increasing public support for non-industrial forest values, increased global competition and 
technological change (Barnes et al. 1999). The new “lean and mean” forest industry meant 
less company and government support for single-industry communities such as Port Albemi 
and an emphasis on community based initiatives to replace these support networks (Barnes et 
al. 1999, pp. 783). However, with a history of paternalistic, top-down decision making that 
did not encourage development of local leadership and entrepreneurial ability, Port Albemi 
was ill-equipped to face withdrawal of this support (Barnes & Hayer 1994).
Still recovering from forest industry restructuring of the 1980s and 90s (Barnes et al. 1999), 
Port Albemi’s relationship with the forest industry was again affected by changes to forestry 
company ownership in the late 1990s and early 2000s. With respect to recreation, while
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Weyerhaeuser’s original tenure of forest land in the Port Albemi area was similar to that of 
MacMillan Bloedel’s (the land was primarily in TFL 44), once the private land was removed 
from the TFL there were no longer any requirements to maintain recreational access (Gordon 
et al. 2007). As a result of this restructuring, recreationalist in the Port Albemi area have 
experienced increases in physical access barriers and a decline in forestry company support 
for recreational activities including limited access information and restrictive public access 
policies.
Despite significant research and industry literature examining the impacts of forest industry 
restructuring on BC communities, there has been little research examining how these 
relationships affect outdoor recreation. Clayton (2009) provides a historical perspective of 
the relationships between recreationalists and the forestry industry and does touch upon some 
aspects of present day relationships. However, Clayton (2009) focuses mainly on the history 
of public recreation on BC’s crown land. While issues such as user dependence on forestry 
operations for recreational access experienced by recreationalists on crown land appear to be 
similar to the access experiences of recreationalists in the Port Albemi area, regulatory 
provisions for public access to crown land do not extend to private forest land. Therefore, 
restricted access information not possible on crown land is possible on private forest land. As 
discussed by participants (see section 5.3.1), the higher proportion of private land in the Port 
Albemi area means that recreationalists experience physical barriers and access policies 
differently than users accessing public land elsewhere on the Island. In addition, Clayton 
(2009) focuses on the twentieth century. Since much of the ownership and land tenure 
changes to forest land in the Port Albemi area took place between 2000 and 2010, the effects 
of these changes are not accounted for. In the case of Port Albemi, local context has played a
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significant role in influencing the state of recreational access in the area. While it is 
important to consider the effects of regional and global changes to the forestry industry, these 
effects must be balanced against local circumstances.
Study participant experiences identified that, in Port Albemi, recreationalists have utilized 
informal relationships with local land managers and company representatives to obtain 
otherwise unavailable access. Study participants discussed the importance of these 
relationships to their recreational activities. However, unlike much o f the research literature 
on public involvement in land management, participants did not generally seek significant 
decision making power or more equitable power distribution (Amstein 1969; Frame et al. 
2004; Gregory & Failing 2002; Sharma & Henriques 2005). Instead, participants focused 
primarily on information and access possible through informal relationships with local 
representatives or land managers. Where successful, these relationships provided participants 
with levels of access and information they might not otherwise have. However, participants 
identified significant variability between relationships with no guarantee of continuity should 
local representatives be replaced. Likewise, since these relationships are informal, 
participants have little recourse to official policy should relationships fail. Despite these 
limitations, informal relationships were important to participants as a way to avoid increased 
access restrictions created by official policy and land management practices.
Since recreationalists in the Port Albemi area rely on access roads to reach their recreational 
features and opportunities, the issues they experience primarily concern available road access 
and access retention or expansion. Study results suggest that recreationalists’ forest land 
access in the Port Albemi area is becoming increasingly restricted. Although sometimes 
offset by access or information gained through informal relationships with forestry company
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representatives, relationships important to study participants, recreational users are 
experiencing a decline in available access. Access freedoms previously enjoyed by 
recreationalists in the Port Albemi area, based in part on close ties between forestry 
companies and the community, are slowly being replaced by more rigid and official 
relationships and access practices. Currently, for recreationalists in the Port Albemi area, 
obtaining access often requires ability and resources many users do not possess.
6.3 Study Implications
Although there are limitations in both scale and content of this study’s applicability to many 
of the regional or global issues affecting access in the Port Albemi area, this research 
contains information useful for future management of recreational access. Gordon et al. 
(2007), in their review of the current state of the forestry industry in Port Albemi, found that 
Port Albemi residents believe outdoor recreational tourism holds the potential for significant 
economic growth. Similar to other resource dependent towns (McCool & Patterson 2000), 
diversified economic growth is important to Port Albemi as a replacement for declines in 
local economic contributions from the forest industry. Although recreational tourism is 
currently based on activities such as sport fishing, Port Albemi might see economic gain by 
developing trail infrastructure in the area (Gordon et al. 2007) and targeting business 
development at outdoor recreational tourism. The nearby town of Cumberland has seen 
significant success with this approach and is now considered a desirable destination for 
mountain bike tourism. However, unlike the community forest tenure in Cumberland that 
allows for industrial forestry to co-exist with other land uses, forestry activities and access 
restrictions on private forest land negatively affect outdoor recreation potential in the Port 
Albemi area. This is damaging to development of recreational tourism and to recreational
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land use. This study takes steps towards developing necessary information for community 
recognition of these issues, as well as their potential impacts on recreation and tourism 
develop. With this information communities affected by these issues may be able to develop 
informed and practical initiatives that balance industrial forestry with community economic 
and social development.
Considering the importance of outdoor recreation both for recreationalists and economic 
development in the Port Albemi area, further restrictions on forest land access and 
information may be detrimental both to the outdoor recreation community and to Port 
Albemi. However, based on decreased public accountability and increased economic 
incentives for forestry companies operating on private land to restrict access, it seems likely 
that access restrictions will continue to affect recreationalists. Regulations governing private 
forest land in BC, such as the Private Managed Forest Land Act, mean that access 
restrictions are more easily imposed on private land than on publically owned forest land. 
Study participants highlighted this discrepancy by discussing differing access and 
information levels between public and private forest land in the Port Albemi area. In 
contrast, regulations governing publicly held crown land, particularly those of the Forest and 
Range Practices Act, provide recreationalists with enhanced rights regarding their use of 
forest land. With some restrictions, members of the public are permitted to use public forest 
land for recreation. When discussing access to public forest land in the Port Albemi area, 
participants generally felt that the access and information levels available to them on these 
lands were greater than those available for private forest land. Participants connected access 
restrictions to reduced incentives to provide access and information on private land.
However, they also felt that, due in part to decreased profitability and dissolving community
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attachments, forestry companies were restricting access both on public and private land. 
Although there appear to be fewer gated access restrictions on public land, participants 
reported that rapid road deactivation on public forest land was equally effective at preventing 
recreational access. When considered in conjunction with studies such as that of Gordon et 
al. (2007), the results of this study support the existence of steady declines to access in Port 
Albemi area. Although restricted access is of greater concern for recreationalists accessing 
private forest land, recreational access in the Port Albemi area has decreased regardless of 
land tenure.
In Port Albemi, access restrictions have manifested themselves not as increased enclosure or 
posting of no trespassing signs, but rather as denial of access road use for recreational 
purposes. On public forest land this denial is frequently the result of road deactivation or 
degradation. On private forest land, these factors are exacerbated by increased road gate 
closures. While members o f the public are still legally permitted to enter private forest land, 
their inability to utilize access roads has resulted in a de facto denial of land use similar to 
that imposed by land enclosure or posting.
Despite research literature examining public use of private land as well as issues related to 
landowner rights to exclude, there is little research specific to access restrictions on land 
which is unenclosed and unposted, land that legally permits public access. What research 
does exist (Hojring 2002; Kahr 2009; Snyder & Butler 2012; Wright et al. 1990), examines 
access restrictions on smaller parcels of individually held private land, a very different 
situation from the large areas of private land in this study. Other research (e.g. Cordell & 
Betz 2000) has mentioned physical access restrictions on larger parcels of private land 
without fully exploring the implications.
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Unlike previous research, this study examines public access to large parcels of private 
industrial forest land and situates access within changes to land management. In addition, 
this study focuses on the experiences of recreational stakeholders with land access. By 
examining access from this perspective, this study contributes to the research literature on 
public use of private land and addresses a gap in information on private industrial forest land.
In addition to filling a research gap, this study identifies a point of contention between 
forestry companies and recreational land users that may hinder future land management and 
community development. However, study results may allow both recreationalists and 
managers involved in private land management decision making to better understand these 
issues. For recreationalists, this study provides information that may be used to develop 
common ground amongst disparate user groups. Although recreationalists engaged in 
different activities may experience access restrictions differently and may also have little 
contact with each other, acknowledging increased access restrictions as a common issue 
faced by all users may encourage user groups to develop a more unified voice for access 
advocacy. Forestry companies holding land tenure may be more willing to negotiate access 
with a more consolidated, powerful group. For these forestry companies, this study may 
provide the information necessary to target stakeholder engagement initiatives. By directly 
addressing issues of concern to recreational stakeholders, forestry companies may be able to 
reduce opposition to company activities, thus reducing land management uncertainty and 
stakeholder frustration. Reduced stakeholder frustration may in turn reduce incidents of 
related vandalism cited by forestry companies as a causative agent in increased access 
restrictions. Although this study relates specifically to the experiences of recreationalists in 
the Port Albemi area, the existence of similar land access issues elsewhere means that study
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results provide an indication of how these issues might be perceived by recreational users. 
Combined with further research, this study may inform more effective decision making that 
balances social, economic, and environmental needs.
In addition to informing management and debate on private land access practices, the results 
of this study have implications for communities experiencing changing relationships with 
forestry companies in the province. Study results suggest that, in addition to increasingly 
formal relationships between forestry companies and communities (Martin 2013), 
recreational stakeholders in the Port Albemi area may be experiencing the failure of forestry 
companies to meet their social responsibilities with regards to recreational access. While this 
may simply be one symptom of overall forestry company withdrawal from community 
activities (Bames et al. 1999; Beckley & Reimer 1999; Martin 2013), its manifestation in 
access restrictions is of particular importance to recreational land users. Since they have a 
primary economic responsibility to shareholders, corporations should not undertake action 
detrimental to providing value for shareholders (Cadbury 2006). Participants in this study 
recognized this responsibility when they discussed the purpose of forestry companies. 
Participants felt that forestry companies had primarily economic motivations and thus would 
not naturally conduct activities interfering with that goal. Participants also recognized that, in 
order to remain profitable in the face of changing economic and regulatory conditions, 
corporations may be forced to reduce their involvement in community life (including 
recreation). However, where there is no direct conflict between corporate and social goals, 
corporations may have responsibilities to local communities. Indeed, due to their place in 
society, corporations have an inherent obligation to incorporate social interests into decision 
making (Cadbury 2006; Carroll 1991; Dahlsrud 2008; Jenkins 2004). These social interests
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include those of local communities in which the corporation operates as well as the interests 
of local stakeholder groups. In the case of Port Albemi, the extent o f private forest land in 
the area means that the role and influence of governmental organizations in recreational land 
management is diminished. Therefore, forestry companies, operating in areas where 
governmental organizations are unable to provide recreational access as they might on public 
land, have an additional obligation to fulfill this role (Kitzmueller & Shimshack 2012;
Matten & Crane 2005). Although forestry companies operating on private land have little 
legal incentive to allow public use, the participants in this study confirmed that forestry 
companies in the Port Albemi area do demonstrate some recognition of their social 
responsibilities by providing access to recreational stakeholders. These responsibilities are 
reinforced by recreational stakeholders interviewed for this study who demonstrated 
expectations, based on past land use practices, that land tenure holders would continue to 
provide recreational access.
Where recreational access was disruptive to forestry activities, and thus might conflict with 
corporate interests, participants were generally willing to accept access restrictions.
However, participants were less willing to accept access restrictions imposed without 
forestry company justification. Participants felt that recreational access practices unlikely to 
disrupt forestry activities are also unlikely to contravene corporate shareholder obligations. If 
there are no negative economic impacts to corporate shareholders resulting from increases to 
recreational access, forestry companies in the Port Albemi area have few apparent 
restrictions on meeting their social obligations. The fact that study results suggest 
recreational stakeholders feel these obligations are not being met indicates failure on the part 
of forestry companies to meet their social responsibilities. Since corporate social
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responsibilities are determined, in part, by community and stakeholder interests (Moir 2001), 
stakeholder perception of corporate action taken toward these responsibilities may be utilized 
as a measure of company success in meeting their responsibilities.
Forestry companies in the Port Albemi area demonstrate traits associated with a range of 
corporate social responsibility theories. Forestry companies voluntarily provide recreational 
access, conduct recreational stakeholder consultation (via WIWAG), and engage in 
philanthropy (e.g. the Albemi Inlet Trail). This suggests a level of social responsibility 
beyond an instrumental focus on corporate economic objectives (Carroll 1991; Garriga & 
Mele 2004) and beyond the legal requirements of private forest land. However, this study did 
not uncover changes to company activities in response to recreational stakeholder concerns 
that would have resulted in increased access. This suggests that forestry companies in the 
area do not fully integrate stakeholder interests into their business practices as might a 
corporation with relatively high levels of social responsibility (Garriga & Mele 2004). 
Indicative of this, participants did not feel as though voicing their concerns to forestry 
companies has resulted in significant changes to recreational access. One explanation for this 
lack of response is the relative power and legitimacy of recreational stakeholders in the area. 
While the interests of recreational stakeholders in the Port Albemi area are arguably 
legitimate due to their clearly defined stake in forest management (Carroll 1991), they may 
not possess the power or influence over forestry company interests necessary for their goals 
to be fully represented in area forestry management practices. The result of this lack of 
power is an inability on the part of recreational users in the Port Albemi area to successfully 
pressure forestry companies into providing access. This lack of power, combined with 
perceived failures on the part of forestry companies to fully meet their social responsibilities
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with regards to recreational access and the current legal and economic atmosphere 
emphasizing streamlined operations, suggests that recreational access restrictions may 
continue to increase. This will negatively impact not only recreational practices in the Port 
Albemi area but, if indicative of a regional trend, also recreational activities for other parts of 
Vancouver Island heavily dependent on private land use.
6.4 Further Theoretical Implications
I have chosen to focus my examination of recreational forest land access in the Port Albemi 
area primarily on barriers to access and the effects of relationships between recreationalists 
and forestry companies on this access. This has necessitated examination of relevant theories 
including corporate social responsibility. However, there are a range of theories from which 
to conceptualize recreational land use that may be of use for further examination of private 
land access in the Port Albemi area. In particular, there is a wealth o f research regarding 
sense of place, constraint negotiation, and forest land access management that may be of use 
for theorizing recreational user perceptions of private land and access barriers. Overviews of 
these bodies of literature are presented here as an aid to understanding and as suggested 
points of departure. More specific topics of future research may be found in Section 6.6.
6.4.1 Sense of Place
Sense of place is a relatively broad term encompassing a range of related (albeit sometimes 
loosely integrated) concepts that seek to understand individual and social connections to 
landscape. Although there is some disagreement as to what sense of place means (Famum et 
al. 2005), sense o f place is generally conceived of as the emotional or affective bond people 
form with specific locations (Ramkissoon et al. 2012). Although some researchers suggest, at
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least in part, a biological basis for landscape preferences (Famum et al. 2005; Stedman 
2003), there is considerable support for viewing place as a personal, social, and cultural 
construct tied to the landscape (e.g. Tuan 1979; Vorkinn & Riese 2001). While this does not 
imply that landscape plays no part, it does suggest that meaning stems from bonds with the 
landscape that creates place from space (Jorgensen & Stedman 2001). Place can then be 
understood as “a reality to be clarified and understood from the perspectives of the people 
who have given it meaning” (Tuan 1979; pp. 387). Sense of place is thus created through 
continued and meaningful interaction with the environment (Alkon & Traugot 2008). Once 
created, sense of place can be highly important to an individual or group’s sense of belonging 
and purpose (Duff 2010).
In order to understand sense of place, it is necessary to review related concepts such as place 
attachment, identity, and dependence that contribute to the creation and conceptualization of 
place. Place attachment is perhaps the most often discussed aspect o f sense of place. Place 
attachment, similar to rootedness, is a positive bond with the landscape that grows over time 
and with repeated experience (Jorgensen & Stedman 2001). Place attachment may develop 
through individual, group, or cultural processes and is particularly strong in those who reside 
near the landscape (i.e. locals) (Famum et al. 2005; Vorkinn & Riese 2001). Since local 
residents are more likely to use local areas than visitors, they tend to develop a stronger 
attachment to the landscape. In some cases, residents may not be aware of the full extent of 
their place attachment until it is threatened by development or landscape change (Vorkinn & 
Riese 2001). Landscape change may be extensive enough that place attachment and thus 
sense of place can only be maintained through active effort (Stedman 2003).
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Where landscape change threatens sense of place, individual or group response is influenced 
by place dependence, one of two fundamental aspects of place attachment (Famum et al. 
2005; Wright & Matthews 2014). Place dependence is an attachment to place for functional 
reasons such as available activities or goal fulfillment (White et al. 2008). In the face of 
significant landscape change, only residents with long term presence may have sufficient 
dependence to act as a motivator for maintaining place attachment. Occasional visitors may 
simply seek similar landscapes that can fulfill their goals (Jorgensen & Stedman 2001). The 
extent of this effort may be determined by the extent of place dependence they exhibit. In the 
Port Albemi case, some participants have long histories of residence and recreation on 
nearby forest land. In the face of landscape change in the form o f land tenure restructuring, 
they have few, more accessible opportunities, for recreation on public land. Since Jorgensen 
& Stedman (2001) argue that place dependence is predicated on the quality of opportunities 
offered by a setting relative to other settings, recreationalists residing in Port Albemi might 
be expected to have high levels of place dependence.
The other fundamental aspect of place attachment is place identity. Place identify refers to 
how individual’s define themselves in relation to the environment (Jorgensen & Stedman 
2001; Wright & Matthews 2014). While place dependence may sometimes be a precursor to 
place identity, the concept of created place may be extended to envision the environment as a 
setting for social and cultural existence (Famum et al. 2005; White et al. 2008). Place may 
then serve both as a part of identity and as a resource for satisfying goals. Although the 
concept of place identity was not specifically pursued in the Port Albemi case, participants 
with long-standing place attachment or dependence displayed place identity by talking about 
private forest land in the Port Albemi area as their “backyard” and describing their sorrow at
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the loss of access as a “lament.” This suggests high levels of place attachment and identity. It 
also suggests that, as locals, these participants have a vested interest in the future of formerly 
public places to fulfill their recreational goals (Famum et al. 2005; White et al. 2008).
Port Albemi case participants, particularly those with a long history of residence and 
recreation in the area, have created a strong sense of place and connection with forest land in 
the Port Albemi area. While landscape change has diminished their satisfaction with the 
opportunities available to them it has not diminished their attachment to the landscape 
(Stedman 2003). Participants display considerable place attachment with high levels of 
dependence and identity focused on land that is now privately owned. This may have 
contributed to the current conflict between access expectations and access realities 
experienced by recreational land users in the Port Albemi area.
6.4.2 Constraint Negotiation
Emerging from a range of frameworks for understanding leisure constraints and constraint 
negotiation, current literature conceptualizes constraint negotiation in a hierarchical fashion. 
Under this framework, successful leisure participants are those that have negotiated a 
hierarchical sequence of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints. While the 
relative importance of internal constraints has led to a research shift away from structural 
constraints, the external nature of structural constraints make them more amenable to 
consideration in recreation and land management. However, research on constraint 
negotiation with respect to recreation management conceptualizes management as supporting 
negotiation, a concept not sustained by the Port Albemi case.
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Although there are differences in constraint models, much of the literature separates 
constraints into three categories: intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints. 
Intrapersonal constraints are those which present an internal constraint to developing leisure 
preferences (e.g. stress, depression, anxiety) (White & Bustam 2010). Intrapersonal 
constraints are of a personal and psychological nature. Interpersonal constraints are those 
which inhibit participation by presenting a constraint to expressing leisure preferences (e.g. 
lack o f activity partners) (Crawford et al. 1991). Interpersonal constraints thus act both upon 
preference formation and participation (Crawford et al. 1991). Structural constraints are 
external factors which restrict leisure participation (e.g. lack of available opportunities) 
(Crawford & Godbey 1987). Structural constraints thus constrain individuals from acting 
upon preferences and participating in leisure activities.
Since intrapersonal constraints exist within the person, they are the most frequently 
encountered constraint and must be negotiated first if a person is to engage in a leisure 
activity (Jackson 1994). Crawford et al. (1991) argue that, due to their proximal nature, 
intrapersonal constraints are the most powerful. This perception is emphasized throughout 
the constraint negotiation literature which highlights the relative importance of intrapersonal 
and interpersonal constraints (e.g. Johnson et al. 2001; Shores et al. 2007). While these 
studies do examine the effects of structural constraints, continued use of the hierarchical 
constraint negotiation model reflects implicit support for a focus on inteipersonal and 
interpersonal constraints. However, the integrity of this model is challenged by the notion 
that there may be significant interactions between the various levels o f constraint. Indeed, as 
Godbey et al. (2010) suggest in their assessment of hierarchical leisure constraint theory, the 
influence of one level of constraint may result in the manifestation of another, additional
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constraint. For example, anticipation of a significant structural constraint may lead to a 
change in leisure preference, thus creating an intrapersonal barrier. In this case, anticipation 
may not be confined to anticipation of the presence or intensity of the constraint but may 
extend to anticipation of the individual’s ability (or lack thereof) to negotiate the constraint 
(Jackson et al. 1993).
Following the hierarchical model introduced by Crawford & Godbey (1987) and refined by 
Crawford et al. (1991), subsequent research suggests that an individual’s success during the 
constraint negotiation process is highly dependent on the relative strength of and interactions 
between participation constraints and participation motivations (Jackson et al. 1993). Where 
strong constraints exist in conjunction with relatively low participation motivations, 
constraints may act as a barrier to participation. However, where strong motivation for 
participation exists, individuals may be able to successfully negotiate constraints and engage 
in leisure activities. In this case, participation and preferences may be modified by 
negotiation (Jackson et al. 1993). Since constraints may be negotiated, constraints are not 
always the same as barriers to participation. Although Crawford & Godbey (1987) use the 
term barrier interchangeably with constraint, they also conceptualize constraints as 
negotiable. However, Jackson et al. (1993) differentiate between constraints and barriers by 
arguing that constraints should not be equated with barriers. While constraints allow the 
possibility of negotiation, barriers do not. The authors suggest that previous work has 
assumed that constraints, once encountered, would prevent participation. It is interesting to 
note that subsequent work continues to conflate barriers and constraints when referring to 
constraint negotiation (i.e. passage through constraints) (Godbey et al. 2010; Johnson et al. 
2001; White & Bustam 2010).
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Based on the relative importance of intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints to the 
hierarchical model of constraint negotiation, research on leisure constraints has tended to 
focus on these constraints (White & Bustam 2010). However, since intrapersonal and 
interpersonal constraints must be negotiated before encountering structural constraints, 
participants in the Port Albemi case will have already negotiated these constraints prior to 
encountering physical barriers affecting their efforts to recreate on private forest land. Based 
on this understanding, structural constraints are most applicable to this research. In addition, 
this thesis focuses on physical barriers preventing recreationalists from accessing forest land. 
Therefore, in the context of constraint negotiation, structural constraints are the most 
applicable.
Management applications of leisure constraints research, as suggested by constraint 
literature, appear to focus primarily on facilitating constraint negotiation. Constraint 
negotiation literature conceptualizes land management use of constraint research as a tool for 
better understanding constraints with the goal of alleviating them (Jackson 1988). This would 
then provide users with better access to recreational opportunities. This research focus may 
be the result of the separation between geography and leisure studies. Jackson (1994) argues 
that geographers tend to focus not on constraints but on the natural, social, and 
environmental contexts of recreation. On the other hand, constraint researchers tend to focus 
on the psychological and social aspects of leisure constraints (e.g. Crawford & Godbey 1987; 
Johnson et al. 2001; Shores et al. 2007). White & Bustam (2010) combine these two 
approaches in assessing the applications of constraints research to natural resource 
management. Since intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints are personal and social they 
are difficult for land managers to manage. Therefore, external structural constraints are the
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most applicable to land management. However, White & Bustam (2010) also support the 
argument that the purpose of incorporating constraints research into resource management is 
to provide information for land managers that will aid them in reducing constraints for 
leisure participants. The results of the Port Albemi case study do not support this intent. For 
private land in the Port Albemi area, the goal of land management does not appear to extend 
significantly to promoting or encouraging recreation but rather appears focused on restricting 
land use by members of the public. This may limit the applicability of leisure constraint and 
leisure constraint negotiation research to land management in the area.
6.4.3 Forest Land Access Management
Primarily concerned with public land, the literature on forest land access management is 
focused on determining what activities take place on a landscape as well as how these 
activities are conducted (Haddock & Quinn 2015). Successful access management 
necessitates an integrated system of clear goals and objectives, extensive public consultation 
and communication, as well as enforcement and monitoring. In many cases, such systems are 
the results o f intensive land-use planning processes (Eos Research & Consulting 2009). 
Depending on management goals, forest access management practices may either restrict or 
encourage public recreational use of forest land. However, due to the potential for conflict 
and environmental damage from increasingly diverse land use, much of the literature remains 
focused on managing existing access through closures or clarified use rights (Flood 2005).
The legal basis for legislative management tools provides government agencies and land 
managers with the ability to control access. In BC, legislation such as the Forest and Range 
Practices Act, the Wildlife Act, the Land Act, and the Motor Vehicle (All Terrain) Act as well
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as their respective regulations provide the power necessary for these agencies and land 
managers to manage public access of crown land (Matthews 1999). Although the chaotic 
nature of public land management in BC (Eos Research & Consulting 2009) makes 
interpretation of public access rights to crown land problematic, members of the public are 
permitted on crown land unless their access to the land constitutes an offence under Section 
60 of the Land Act or specifically contravenes other legislation. Therefore, the powers of 
access management granted under applicable legislation focus on limiting this access. 
Schwarz (2014) argues that current government land management practices in BC are 
trending towards increased accommodation of recreational land uses. This may be due in part 
to the increasing interconnectedness of tourism and recreation combined with the increasing 
importance of tourism as an economic contributor (Donohoe & Gilmore 2012; Leberman & 
Mason 2002). However, as indicated by Eos Research and Consulting’s (2009) review of 
access management in BC and indicative of a broader trend, the provincial government is 
also withdrawing from access management (the Forest and Range Practices Act reduces 
management planning and public consultation requirements) and transferring decision­
making power to industrial tenure holders who may not prioritize recreation and tourism.
This trend is supported by the findings of this thesis which indicate reductions in information 
and consultation from both private and public land tenure holders.
Non-legislative tools such as regional or sub-regional land-use planning provide guidance for 
access management by defining objectives, incorporating public consultation, and avoiding 
overlap or competition between government agencies (Haddock & Quinn 2015; Matthews 
1999). Specific planning tools such as the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, the Recreation 
Carrying Capacity, and place-based planning seek to better characterize recreational land use
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as an aid to more effective planning (Cerveny et al. 2011; Ministry of Forests 1998). Land- 
use planning tools of this sort provide background and direction for government agencies and 
land managers on public land. On Vancouver Island, the 2000 Vancouver Island Land Use 
Summary Plan (an update and follow-up to the 1994 Vancouver Island Land Use Plan) was 
designed to manage the high levels of conflict between competing forest values that had 
resulted in the ‘war in the woods’ (Hayter 2003; Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural 
Resource Operations 2000). Details of the Summary Plan include strategies for incorporating 
recreation and tourism into forest land management. However, Schwarz (2014) argues that 
the legacy of the VILUP and Summary Plan is diminished support from recreational 
stakeholders who, while supportive of the plan’s intent, felt that there had been little follow 
through. In addition, they felt that recreation on private land, to which the plan does not 
extend, was currently the most pressing issue for recreation on Vancouver Island. Although 
only briefly discussing private land, Schwarz (2014) found that there was little public 
consultation and accountability on private land and that opportunities for public consultation 
regarding public land use were also decreasing. Since the changes in land tenure discussed in 
this thesis occurred subsequent to release of the VILUP and Summary Plan, it is unlikely that 
the plans were intended to account for significant reductions in crown land available for 
recreation and the corresponding increase in demand for recreational access to private forest 
land. Without replacing or restructuring the Private Managed Forest Land Act and extending 
public land-use planning to private land, it is unlikely that planning tools will play a role in 
access management of the private land on Vancouver Island.
Matthews (1999), focusing primarily on restricting access for the purposes of managing 
overlapping recreational uses leading to inter-user conflict, highlights legislative tools, non­
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legislative tools, and road engineering measures as three primary methods of managing 
access to public forest land in BC. Since road engineering measures are discussed in the form 
of physical access barriers throughout this thesis they will not be discussed in detail here. 
Simply put, road engineering tools allow industrial users with land tenure rights to control 
access through barriers such as gates, or road deactivation, as well as through signage 
explaining restrictions (Matthews 1999). Although not always accompanied by explanatory 
signage (a point of contention), road engineering tools utilized by forestry companies on both 
public and private land were frequently encountered by study participants in the form of 
physical barriers.
Flood (2005) and others (e.g. Haddock & Quinn 2015; MAMRP Working Group 2011) 
highlight the need for clearly defined and formalized access management in order to avoid 
negative impacts of increased access. Although non-legislative tools such as user agreements 
or conflict resolution may not always be binding, they provide context specific access 
management tools consistent with legislation and planning. For example, information or 
access focused on specific areas may be used as an access management tool to focus 
recreational land use on these areas and divert it from problematic areas (Eos Research & 
Consulting 2009). In these cases, increased information and user education may be an 
alternative or supplement to increased restrictions (Flood 2005). Since resulting user access 
decisions would be voluntary, this may be a way to mitigate lack of user support for 
restrictions. However, even with education and increased information, land managers 
attempting to limit access to areas with well-established patterns of use may encounter strong 
public resistance (Eos Research & Consulting 2009). Taking a different approach to the 
problems of increased access, Burgin & Hardiman (2012) advocate dispersing access
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throughout a larger land base in order to reduce site specific impacts of increased use. 
However, this would require significant collaboration between stakeholders, government 
agencies and private landowners. Public advisory groups are one such avenue for 
collaboration that may be able to operate on private land (Matthews 1999). In the case of 
Port Albemi, Island Timberland’s voluntary participation in the West Island Woodlands 
Advisory Group (see Section 4.2.1) demonstrates public consultation that exists outside of 
management and land use planning on public land. Although there are difficulties with this 
approach, it may represent an avenue for future public participation in private land 
management.
However, much of the literature on access management focuses on managing existing access 
to maintain forest health and reduce multiple use conflict in the face of increasing 
recreational land use (Burgin & Hardiman 2012). In such applications, access management is 
conceptualized as a tool for addressing potentially negative impacts of recreation (Dwyer & 
Childs 2004; Flood 2005). Addressing negative impacts from increased public land use often 
necessitates restricting or controlling current levels of access. By defining and regimenting 
access in this way, government agencies and land managers may be able to reduce the chaos 
and confusion that has often accompanied multiple and conflicting land uses (Eos Research 
and Consulting 2009). Indeed, Haddock & Quinn (2015) argue that managing governmental 
agencies often lack a clear mandate from which to approach public land use. This is certainly 
the case where user demographics are changing rapidly as is the case with outdoor 
recreation. Therefore, legislative and planning tools that provide public consultation 
opportunities for all recreational stakeholders can result in formal management practices that 
maintain the quality of recreational experiences (Eos Research & Consulting 2009).
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However, this approach to access management may not work on private forest land for which 
there is no legislative or land use planning basis for public access. In such situations, 
informal public access may be permitted on an ongoing basis at the discretion of the 
landowner (MAMRP Working Group 2011). In this way, recreational stakeholders receive 
some of the land access that they desire while landowners do not cede management 
privileges. Despite the potential of informal relationships to succeed at balancing access 
demand with landowner management goals, Dwyer & Childs (2004) point to the need for 
further research on private landowner responses to landscape scale resource and access 
management activities affecting management of their own land. It is possible that the long­
term solutions to public access of private land at the heart of regional planning initiatives 
(MAMRP Working Group 2011) may simply not be compatible with private land 
management.
6.5 Study Limitations and Sources of Error
Although I made every effort during this study to adhere to study design and research 
protocols, limitations to both this approach and its implementation in the field introduced 
potential limitations to study results. These limitations include limitations in participant 
sampling as well as limitations in the transferability of study results due to context specific 
influences. Despite these limitations, this study represents the experiences of recreational 
users with recreational access in the Port Albemi. As such, it provides information for future 
study and management o f recreational access both in the Port Albemi area and elsewhere.
Although the in-depth, semi-structured interview format chosen as the primary method of 
data collection for this study provided study participants with opportunities to engage in a 
nuanced and detailed discussion of interview topics, this same format limited the number of
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participants. The time and effort required to identify and contact participants as well as 
arrange, conduct, transcribe, and analyze in-depth interviews meant that I was only able to 
collect interview data from 12 participants. While more participants would have provided a 
greater breadth of information and increased the transferability and confirmability of study 
results, the time required to add additional participants able to offer significantly different 
information would have been beyond the scope of masters’ level research. Although 
participants were chosen for their area knowledge and ability to accurately represent 
recreational users in the Port Albemi area, the small number o f participants means that the 
results of this study may not include all information or issues important to recreationalists in 
the Port Albemi area.
As discussed above, participants in this study are primarily involved in non-motorized 
recreational activities. While I have made efforts to collect data from participants with a wide 
range of recreational backgrounds, my familiarity with non-motorized and non-consumptive 
recreational activities and the recreationalists who engage in them means that I may have 
been more successful in both identifying and collecting information from participants who 
engage in such activities. While I have attempted to recognize the influences of my 
background, my research approach and results may have differed from those of a researcher 
with different prior knowledge of the area.
Although participants’ recreational activities range from non-consumptive activities such as 
hiking and mountaineering to consumptive activities such as hunting and fishing, participants 
did not use ATVs or snowmobiles as a primary mode of recreation. Therefore, the lack of 
motorized recreationalists participating in this study represents a significant gap in 
representation. The potential for this gap was identified early in the data collection phase of
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this study. Every effort was made to contact and arrange interviews with motorized 
recreationalists. However, despite repeated efforts, I was unable to make contact with these 
users and the study continued without their input.
As part o f this study, input from forest industry representatives was originally intended to 
augment interview data collected from recreational participants. This input was to include 
forestry company stances on recreational land use and access restrictions. However, despite 
repeated attempts to collect this information I was only able to do so with one industry 
participant representing one of the forestry companies operating in the Port Albemi area. 
Although this information was utilized to provide context and background information for 
analysis of recreational participant interview data, the lone industry participant interview 
means that the information collected from recreational participants represents an incomplete 
picture of forest industry policy and practice in the area. While this gap has been partially 
filled by information from secondary government and industry sources, lack of firsthand 
information from industry representatives may limit attempts to situate study results in local 
context.
Inherent perhaps to the context specific nature of the case study approach chosen for this 
study, the local circumstances affecting recreational land use and access in the Port Albemi 
limit the transferability o f this research. As this study demonstrated, participants’ experiences 
with recreational access in the Port Albemi area are affected by local land tenure, 
management decisions, terrain, recreational practices, and history. Together, these factors 
create an environment unique to Port Albemi. Although some participant experiences 
correspond to research literature, other experiences are so tied to local context as to be 
inextricable.
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Although there are limitations to this research, these limitations do not negate the 
implications of study results but rather suggest the need for further research. Acknowledging 
these gaps ensures that research conclusions are not extended beyond the support of study 
results. While study results may provide direction for future research on recreational access 
in other areas, study limitations should be taken into consideration.
6.6 Future Research
This study examined recreationalist experiences with forest land access in the Port Albemi 
area. However, as discussed in the previous section, this study has limitations. In addition, 
study participants touched upon access issues not immediately pertinent to answering 
research questions. Both these limitations and issues raised by participants but not discussed 
in this thesis suggest avenues for future research building upon study findings.
Perhaps the most significant research opportunity suggested by this study is the need for 
comprehensive analysis of how forestry companies develop access policy. Although study 
participants shared their perceptions of why forestry companies restrict access, discussing 
concerns about liability, fire, vandalism, and access maintenance costs, I was not able to 
gather sufficient information from forestry companies for analysis of access policies. 
Therefore, this study lacks an important perspective. Further case study research examining 
how forestry companies formulate and enforce land access policies would round out the 
recreational access picture in the Port Albemi area. Information from forestry companies 
could be situated within analysis of legislation governing public and private forest land, and 
occupier’s liability. Further research might also benefit from examination of shareholder 
influence on forestry company practices. During secondary data collection I uncovered 
unsubstantiated reports of increased public access restrictions stemming from shareholder
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pressure to reduce liability. If present, such pressure may contribute to restrictions in the Port 
Albemi area.
Public pressure may be another factor affecting access in the Port Albemi area. Hayter 
(2003) argues that the rise of powerful environmental movements have influenced forestry 
practices in BC. It is possible that some forestry company access restrictions are the legacy 
of this power rebalancing and that companies restrict access and information so as to mitigate 
risk to their operations. Forestry companies in the Port Albemi area have already shown 
sensitivity to environmental concerns and public pressure. While one participant spoke of 
rapid deactivation stemming from liability concerns, deactivation may also be the result of 
pressure to reduce environmental damage. The cumulative environmental concerns inherent 
in maintaining large networks of unused access roads in high precipitation areas with 
associated erosion issues may motivate companies to deactivate roads rather than risk 
criticism of their activities should catastrophic erosion occur. One has only to venture onto 
the backroads of northwestern Vancouver Island to witness the effects o f erosion on steep 
cutblocks and roads due to heavy precipitation events. Higher levels of public scrutiny in the 
Port Albemi area would significantly increase the consequences of widespread erosion for 
forestry companies.
In addition to examining forestry company policy, it may also be advantageous for further 
research to study the effects of access and information restrictions on outdoor recreational 
user groups. Study participants discussed the need for organized advocacy to obtain access. 
Indeed, access successes discussed by participants primarily stemmed from the efforts of 
organized recreational groups. The recent Vancouver Island Trails Network Conference, 
which took place after conclusion of data collection for this study, also demonstrated a
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recognized need for organized trail building and access support (Vancouver Island Trails 
Network 2014). However, it is possible that increased need for organization will have a 
homogenizing effect on recreationalists. Normally fragmented, individualistic 
recreationalists may seek to organize and find common ground so as to comply with 
increasingly restrictive or demanding access policies. While this approach may find success 
in obtaining access, it may also reduce the diversity of activities and opportunities available 
to recreationalists and may focus land use on specific areas, thus increasing environmental 
impact. Individuals unable or unwilling to participate in organized activities may find their 
recreational opportunities curtailed.
I did not explore the experiences of recreational users with forest land access on other parts 
of Vancouver Island since this thesis focused on recreational access in the Port Albemi area. 
However, unlike recreational use o f forest land in the rest of BC, recreationalists in other 
areas of southern Vancouver Island may experience similar access restrictions since portions 
o f this area have high percentages of private forest land similar to the Port Albemi area (see 
Chapter 4). By contrasting the experiences of recreationalists on other parts of southern 
Vancouver Island with those of recreationalists in the Port Albemi area, it may be possible to 
differentiate between the influences of local context and those of a shared history of private 
forest land access. Additional case studies of recreation on private industrial forest land 
outside of Vancouver Island would also contribute to filling the gap in current academic 
research literature on this subject and would offset the contextual biases of this single case 
study. A further point of comparison is suggested by the abundance o f public forest land in 
BC. Public access experiences with crown land may aid in developing potential management 
solutions to land access issues on private land.
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Based upon interviews with study participants, there appear to be differences, with regards to 
recreational access, in land management practices between forestry companies operating 
both in the Port Albemi area and elsewhere on Vancouver Island. While some of these 
differences may be the result of differing land tenure types (i.e. public land versus private 
land), there exists the unexplored possibility that different forestry companies operating on 
land under similar tenure types may approach recreational land access differently. In 
particular, participants highlighted the value of informal relationships with land managers as 
a way of obtaining information and access. These relationships appear to differ significantly 
between forestry companies. Considered in the light of forest industry restructuring and 
reduced involvement in single-industry communities, these relationships may represent a 
replacement for community recreational benefits formerly provided by industry-community 
relationships.
Much of the academic research on the impacts of forest industry restructuring on resource 
dependent communities in coastal BC was conducted in the 1980s and 90s prior to 
significant changes in company ownership and government policy. In-depth examination of 
how informal relationships between community members and land managers are formed and 
perceived by both industry and community may yield updated information on the current role 
played by the forest industry in these communities. Such studies would benefit from 
expanded scope to encompass community life outside of recreation. In addition, examining 
regional differences between relationships could shed further light upon why available 
recreational access differs geographically. Understanding these differences would strengthen 
conclusions based upon case studies of recreation on private industrial forest land. However, 
examining these differences in any meaningful way would require significant and
widespread cooperation from forestry companies and recreational users as well as accurate 
mapping of recreational land use. The research effort and commitment required makes such a 
project better suited to experienced researchers able to devote significant resources.
Despite efforts to obtain interviews from participants engaged in a broad range of 
recreational activities, recreationalists engaged in motorized activities were not represented 
in this study. Due to the nature of motorized recreation, recreationalists participating in these 
activities may experience access restrictions differently than those participating in non- 
motorized activities. Access road barriers that frustrated the efforts of non-motorized 
recreationalists in this study may not represent the same level of restriction to motorized 
users. However, motorized recreationalists may still experience access restrictions due to 
impassible road gates or access road degradation. Differences in socio-economic background 
and motivation for recreational participation within and between user groups may also 
influence how access restrictions are experienced. Future study contrasting the land access 
experiences of recreationalists engaged in a range of activities may uncover significant 
differences in access practices and user satisfaction.
While section 6.3 and early analysis of interview results (see Appendix III) touched upon the 
impacts of recreational access restrictions on the development of outdoor recreational 
tourism, information on these impacts was primarily intended to augment the examination of 
recreational land access. However, since access restrictions may also negatively affect 
outdoor recreational tourism, future case studies might uncover the extent to which access 
restrictions have frustrated tourism and community economic development. Contrasted with 
case studies of successful recreational tourism development, this information may be of
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benefit to communities attempting economic diversification beyond natural resource 
extraction.
With some exceptions, this thesis has focused on negative aspects of recreational access to 
forest land in the Port Albemi area. However, there may be significant positive aspects that 
were not uncovered. In particular, the influence of the WIWAG on area land management 
was not fully explored. An organizational study of the formation, operation, and influence of 
this group would contribute to understanding the role o f recreational stakeholders in Port 
Albemi area land management. In addition to the relationships developed through 
stakeholder consultation efforts such as the WIWAG and trail development such as the 
Albemi Inlet Trail, there may be additional examples of successful relationships between 
recreationalists and forestry companies that have resulted in increased access. Such increased 
access may address some of the concerns expressed by participants in this study. Examining 
such successful relationships either in the Port Albemi area or on other areas of Vancouver 
Island may augment the findings of this study as well as provide further information for 
recreationalists building relationships with forestry companies.
Since there is a lack of research on public use of private industrial forest land, the most 
relevant avenues for future research are those which provide additional cases and build a 
knowledge base in this area. The trends of increased access restrictions and restricted 
information uncovered by this study would be of more practical and academic value if 
supported by further research. While potential areas and subjects of research suggested in 
this section would contribute to building such a base it is up to the reader to determine the 
transferability of this study and its applicability to future case studies.
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6.7 Conclusion
This research was designed to answer two main questions:
1. What do outdoor recreational stakeholders in the Port Alberni area think about 
potential barriers to their access offorest land in the Port Alberni area for  
recreational purposes?
2. How do recreational stakeholders characterize their relationships with forestry 
companies in the Port Alberni area?
To address these questions, a qualitative single case study approach utilized primary data 
from recreational, industry, and local business research participants as well as secondary data 
from online and print sources. Primary data was comprised of face-to-face, semi-structured 
individual and group interviews. Interview transcripts, interview notes, and field notes 
formed the basis for primary data analysis. The results of this analysis are presented in 
Chapter 5: Results. Secondary data sources included government and industry reports, local 
newspaper articles, forest industry recreational maps, and WIWAG meeting minutes. A 
summary of the results from secondary data collection is presented in Chapter 4. A synthesis 
of results from primary and secondary data sources is presented in Chapter 6.
This study demonstrated that there are significant and increasing barriers to recreational 
access of forest land in the Port Albemi area that restrict the ability of recreationalists to 
access recreational features and opportunities. While natural barriers resulting in access 
restrictions were generally accepted by research participants, participants were less willing to 
accept barriers put in place by land tenure holders. Participant acceptance of tenure holder 
restrictions depended upon their perception of underlying motivations. Participants generally
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accepted restrictions safety related restrictions while rejecting restrictions they felt were 
unjustified or related to vaguely defined forestry company liability concerns.
Study participants felt that increased access restrictions intentionally created by forestry 
companies were often the result of changing company attitudes towards outdoor recreation 
and decreased company commitment to community life. Participants also felt that access 
restrictions were dependent on land tenure type with forestry companies operating on 
privately held forest land being more likely to impose access restrictions and less likely to 
share information than those companies operating on public land. However, participants, 
supported by secondary data, spoke of past levels of access to forest land in the Port Albemi 
area indistinguishable by tenure type due to its inclusion in TFL 44 and management as 
public land. Land management in this fashion encouraged recreationalists to develop 
expectations of private land access. However, once removed from the TFL, the private land 
was managed as private forest and tenure holders had considerably more discretion over 
public access. Despite instance of recreational stakeholder involvement in private land 
management (i.e. WIWAG) and trail building efforts such as the Albemi Inlet Trail, 
participants identified a trend of increased access restrictions on private forest land as 
compared to nearby public land.
Since forestry companies operating in the Port Albemi area (considering the high percentage 
of private forest land) have considerable decision making power over recreational land 
access, they have a responsibility to consider the interests of recreational stakeholders. 
Governmental organizations tasked with fulfilling social needs may be unable to perform 
these duties since they have reduced control over land management. Therefore, forestry 
companies holding tenure to forest land in the Port Albemi area have an obligation to meet
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social needs (Matten & Crane 2005). However, since private forest land is less accessible to 
recreational users than adjacent public land, forestry companies operating on this private land 
are not fulfilling their social obligations as perceived by recreational stakeholders in the area.
Port Albemi is historically dependent upon the forest industry to provide community 
amenities, but is also recovering from changes to the forest industry in the latter decades of 
the twentieth century. Outdoor recreation in the area has been further affected by subsequent 
localized forest industry restructuring that has changed land management. Accessing land 
now managed as private forest land, recreational stakeholders have experienced increasing 
access and information restrictions that contravene their expectations of access and corporate 
social responsibility. For recreationalists without recourse to the necessary infrastructure or 
resources demanded by changing access policies, the result has been declines in the number 
and quality of available recreational opportunities. While networks o f informal relationships 
with forestry company representatives utilized by participants to negotiate recreational access 
and information have yielded some success, recreationalists continue to struggle with land 
access in the Port Albemi area.
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Appendix I: Research Consent Form (Recreational Participants)
f  UNIVERSITY OFMI1SE#V NORTHERN BRITISH COLUMBIA
Research Consent Form
This study, Recreational Access to Industrial Forest Land by Port Albemi Recreational 
Stakeholders, is being undertaken by Andrew Dunbrack (principal investigator) at the 
University of Northern British Columbia in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a MA 
in the Natural Resource and Environmental Studies program.
Study Purpose:
1. To understand what recreational stakeholders in Port Albemi think about potential 
barriers to their recreational use and access of land in the Port Albemi area.
2. To develop information useful for future community or recreational stakeholder 
involvement in land access decision making. Information gathered from the study 
will be returned to participating stakeholder organizations in the form of a report that 
summarizes research findings and implications.
I, Andrew Dunbrack, agree to:
1. Keep all research information shared with me confidential by not discussing or 
sharing original research information in any form or format (e.g. disks, tapes, 
transcripts) with anyone outside of my supervisory committee.
2. Keep all original research information in any form or format secure while it is in my 
possession. All original information will be stored at my place of residence in locked 
storage cabinets or on password protected hard drives (also stored in a locked storage 
cabinet).
3. Erase or destroy, no later than 2 years after defense of the research thesis, all original 
research information in any form or format regarding this research project (e.g. 
information stored on computer hard drive). You will be notified by email of the 
intent to destroy this data and will be informed of its completion.
As a participant in this research project:
1. While you will be asked to discuss the recreational activity which your stakeholder 
group engages in, you will not be asked to represent the official stance of any 
organized recreational society. Instead, the information you provide will be used to 
better understand your perspectives on the activities and land use of stakeholders 
engaged in a particular recreational activity.
2. You will be asked to participate in an audio recorded one-on-one interview with the 
principal investigator. You may also be asked to participate in a follow-up interview 
to clarify information given or to provide further information. Interviews are expected
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to take no more than 60 minutes. You have the right to refuse to answer any and all 
questions during any interviews.
3. Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You have the right to withdraw from 
this study at any time. If you do withdraw, any information you have provided will be 
withdrawn from the study and destroyed.
4. You acknowledge that, while every effort will be taken to ensure anonymity and 
confidentiality, the possibility exists that members of your organization may, through 
familiarity with you or the information you possess, recognize the origins of this 
information. Further, a Master’s thesis, subsequent summary report, journal articles, 
and academic or industry presentations resulting from this research are considered 
public and might be accessed from the UNBC holdings or other locations by any 
member of the public or the government.
5. Other than the potential risk discussed in point 4 (above), there are no perceived risks 
to you as a participant in this research project.
6. You can expect that, upon completion of the research project, a copy of the research 
results (in the form o f a summary report) will be emailed to you. To arrange 
alternative methods of delivery please contact the principal investigator (see contact 
information below).
Principal Investigator:
(print name) (signature) (date)
Respondent:
(print name) (signature) (date)
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please contact:
Andrew Dunbrack (principal investigator): dunbrack@.unbc.ca (250-858-1535).
Dr. Annie Booth (project supervisor): annie@unbc.ca (250-960-6649).
This study has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board at the University of Northern 
British Columbia. For complaints or questions regarding participants’ rights and ethical 
conduct of research, contact the Office of Research and Graduate Programs at: reb@unbc.ca 
(250- 960-6735).
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Appendix II: Interview Guide (Recreational Participants)
Interview Guide: Recreational Access to Industrial Forest Land by Port Albemi 
Recreational Stakeholders
Please provide a brief history of your background and history with the recreational activities 
you are discussing.
1. What are the principal recreational activities in which you engage (e.g. hunting, 
fishing, hiking, camping, ATVing, etc.)?
2. For how long have you engaged in these activities in the Port Albemi area?
3. What types of land use do these activities involve?
4. What are the primary areas in the Port Albemi area that you access as part o f these 
activities?
5. How do you access these areas (e.g. foot, truck, ATV, boat, etc.)?
6. Who owns or has control over the land you access?
7. What, if any, restrictions to land access have you experienced?
8. Do these restrictions change depending on the specific area you are accessing?
a. If so, how?
9. Have these restrictions changed over the time that you have recreated in the Port 
Albemi area?
a. If so, how?
10. How do you feel these restrictions have affected your recreational activities?
11. Are there any other issues related to recreational land use and access in the Port 
Albemi that you would like to discuss?
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Appendix III: List of Codes Utilized During Data Analysis
First
Round
Codes
1. Recreation on private land
2. Gated road access
3. Obtaining access
4. Private forestry companies
5. Relationship with forestry companies
6. Relationship with land managers
7. Knowledge of land tenure
8. Social access issues
9. Physical access issues
10. Inter-user conflict
11. Access issues
12. Land use practices
13. Local knowledge
14. Drawbacks of increased access
15. Perceptions of forestry
16. Recreational practices
17. Tourism
Second
Round
Codes
• Recreation on private land
• Gated road access
• Obtaining access
• Private forestry companies
• Relationship with forestry companies
• Relationship with land managers
• Knowledge of land tenure
• Social access issues
• Physical access issues
• Inter-user conflict:
•  Land use practices:
• Local knowledge
• Drawbacks of increased access
a. Environmental drawbacks of increased access
b. Environmental benefits o f restricted access
c. Recreational drawbacks of increased use
d. Concentration of recreational use due to restricted access elsewhere
• Perceptions of forestry
• Recreational practices
• Tourism
Third
Round
Codes
1. Recreation on private land
a. Private land access
b. History of private land management in TFL 44
c. Knowledge of private land
2. Gated road access
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a. Uncertainty of access to gated roads
b. Denial of road access
c. Use of keys to access gated roads
d. Roads changing from un-gated to gated
e. Areas without gated access
f. Placement of gates
g- Human operated gates
h. Impacts o f gates on recreation
3. Relationship with forestry companies
a. Understanding/sympathy with forestry companies’ reasons for restricting 
access
b. Acknowledgement of dependence/use of forestry roads for recreational 
access
c. Positive relationship with forestry companies
d. Difficulties in obtaining access from forestry companies
e. History of positive relationship with forestry companies
f. Forestry company control of recreational access
g- Negative relationship with forestry companies
h. Difficulty establishing relationship with forestry companies
i. Maintaining relationships with forestry companies
j- Forest industry detachment from local community
k. Forest industry attachment to local community
1. Acceptance of forestry practices
m. Company concerns about liability
n. Importance of personal relationships
o. Forestry company concerns over vandalism
P- Differences in relationships between different forestry companies
q- Changing relationships with forestry companies
4. Relationship with land managers
a. Denial of access by First Nations
b. Denial o f access by run-of-river hydro project managers
c. Relationships with run-of-river hydro project companies
d. Relationships with parks managers
e. Relationship with provincial government
5. Knowledge of land tenure
a. Lack of knowledge of land tenure
b. Knowledge of tenure holder
c. Knowledge of land tenure
6. Physical access issues
a. Loss of access due to road degradation/deactivation
b. Reasons for road degradation
c. Loss of access
d. Reasons for increased road access
e. Seasonal barriers to road access
f. Confusing road access routes
g- Impact o f logging on hiking trails
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h. Lack of access
i. Attempts to obtain/maintain access to recreational areas 
j. Satisfaction with current access
k. Acceptance of road maintenance practices 
1. Increased access 
m. Fluctuations in road access 
n. Access uncertainty
7. Inter-user Relationships
a. Differing ability to access areas between different user groups
b. Conflict with motorized users
c. Conflict with hunters
d. Solidarity between user groups
e. Conflict with other land users
8. Land use practices
a. Desirable land use behaviour
b. Undesirable land use behaviour
c. Aesthetic preferences
d. Recreational practices
9. Drawbacks of increased access or increased use
a. Environmental drawbacks of increased access
b. Environmental benefits of restricted access
c. Other benefits of increased use
d. Recreational drawbacks of increased use
e. Concentration of recreational use due to restricted access elsewhere
10. Tourism
a. Economic benefits of outdoor recreation tourism
b. Barriers to promoting recreation/tourism on private land
Fourth
Round
Codes
1. Recreation on private land
2. Physical access issues
a. Road degradation/deactivation
b. Seasonal barriers to road access
c. Gated road access
i. Increases in the number of road gates
ii. Gate Location
iii. Obtaining access to gated roads
iv. Human operated gates
v. Uncertainty of access to gated roads
vi. Impacts of gates on recreation
3. Relationships with forestry companies
a. Negative relationships with forestry companies
b. Positive relationships with forestry companies
c. Importance of personal relationships
d. Forest industry-community relationships
e. Forestry company concerns about public use of forest land
4. Relationships with land managers
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a. Relationships with run-of-river hydroelectric companies
b. Relationships with government organizations
5. Knowledge of land tenure
a. Knowledge of land tenure
6. Inter-user Relationships
a. Differences in Accessibility for Different User Groups
b. Inter-user Conflict
7. Tourism
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